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AFFIDAVIT OF ALEXANDER HARVEY

I, ALEXANDER HARVEY, of the City of Toronto, in the Province of Ontario, a Representative
Plaintiff in this action, make oath and say:
1. I was appointed a Representative Plaintiff in this class proceeding by order of the Court
dated October 28, 2011. 1 have been a Plaintiff in this action since its commencement. As
such, | have knowledge of the matters to which | hereinafter depose, except where my
knowledge is based on information and belief, which | verily believe to be frue.
2. This affidavit is sworn further to the affidavit sworn by David Kidd dated January 4, 2012
filed in suppori of the motion to approve the Surplus Sharing Agreement ("SSA”) heard on
January 27, 2.012. | repeat and rely upon the portions of that affidavit with which | have
personal knowledge, and in particular, the following:

a. Paragraphs 4 — 12 regarding the status of the action;

b. Paragraph 24 regarding the Plaintiffs’ claims in this action;

¢. Paragraphs 25-48 regarding the history of the Plan;

d. Paragraphs 49-57 regarding the negotiations of the SSA; and



430

e. Paragraphs 58-70 regarding the terms of the SSA.
Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “A” is a true copy of David Kidd's affidavit sworn January 4,
2012, excluding exhibits thereto.
Approval of the Amesnded §SA
3. l, along with the other Representative Plaintiffs, and the Canada Life Pension Rights
Group ("CLPENS”) Executive Ccommiitee were surprised and extremely disappointed to learn
about the material change in the estimated valuation of the Integrated Partial Wind-Up Surplus
(1PWU Surp?us”); I am a member of the IPWU group.
4, I'worked in concert with the other Representative Plaintiffs and the CLPENS Executive
Committee with the advice of Class Counsel, and with the support of our actuarial advisor
Mr. Marcus Robertson, in order to assess the information received from Canada Life in
February 2012 and in the months that followed.
5. I can advise that for the Plaintiffs’ part, the news of the drop in IPWU Surplus was
greeted with substantial skepticism and that we undertook our due diligence in order to verify
that the information received was fair and accurate.
8. Cur immediate objective upon learning of the change in circumstances was to test and
vefify the information provided to us by Canada Life and its external advisors. In the course of
that process, we requested substantial information from the company. That information was
provided and we took the opportunity to assess that information with the assistance of our
actuarial advisor and our counsel.
7. With the advice of our actuarial advisors and Class Counsel, we concluded that the
changes in the estimated IPWU Surplus over time were reasonably e%pressed by the advisors
to Canada Life and were calculated using the required Actuarial Standards and Guidance.
8. We subsequently learned that annuities could not be purchased for members of the
IPWU group who had elected this option. There was a motion before the Court about Canada

Life’s intention to unilaterally transfer the assets and liabilities of the |PWU group to the ongoing
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Plan. The motion was seifled on September 27, 2012, and Justice Strathy was subsequently
appointed {o mediate the outstanding disputes beiween the parties. Justice Strathy is an
experienced Class Action Case Management Judge and an experienced mediator.

9, Negotiations took place throughout the beiter part of 2012 with the concentration of
activity i'n the latter half of the year, and full-day mediation took place on December 4, 2012
which | atiended.

10.  Although the parties were not able to conclude an agreement on December 4, 2012,
discussions continued between the parties with the assistance of Justice Strath.y. Terms for an
amended SSA were reached in the weeks following the mediation.

11.  The negotiations were at all times adversarial and hard fought. We did not obtain all of
what we sought.

12. The terms of the Amended Surplus Sharing Agreement (“ASSA”) are, in my view, the
best terms that could be reached under these difficult circumstances, and at least provide for
the possibility of a second surplus distribution for Class Members who suffer most acutely from
the decrease in the IPWU Surplus, like me.

13.  As aresult, as Representative Plaintiff, | recommend that the Court approve the terms of
the ASSA as fair, reasonable and in the best interest of all Class members.

14. I make this affidavit in support of a motion to vary the Judgment in accordance with the
ASSA, and for no other or improper purpose.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the
City of Toronto, in the
Province of Ontario,

this ...%day of March, 2013.

WM A2 o &4

" “Cosamissioner for Taking Affidavits Alexan/ﬁer Harvey

erei‘ﬂe Marguerita Giroux, 3 Comrmissfoner, e, .
Ijrovmce of Ontario, while 5 Student-at-Law,
f}gufres Jung 24, 2014, I
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This is Exhibit " A" referred to in the
affidavit of Alexander Harvey
swomn before me, this_#
day of March, 2013

“Wireile Marguertts Glrom, & Commissoner, efe.,
Province of Ontario, while a Student-at-Law,
Expires June 24, 2014,
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AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID KIDD
(Sworn January 4, 2012)

I, David Kidd, of the City of Toronto, in the Province of Ontario, 2 Representative
Plaintiff in this action, make oath and say:
1. I am a retired employee of The Canada Life Assurance Company (the "Company”) and a

former member of The Canada Life Canadian Employees Pension Plan (Registration No.
354563) (the "Plan"), and as such have knowledge of the matters to which I hereinafter depose, '

except where my knowledge is based on information and belief, which I verily believe to be true, . ;‘:, o

2. I have been a Plaintiff in this action since its commencement; and by Order of this Court SRR

dated October 28, 2011, I was appointed a Representative Plaintiff i in thls class proceeding.

3. This afﬁdaV1t is sworn in® support of a motion for approval of the settlement of thxs class LT
proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992, S.0. 1992; ¢.6 (the "CPA"), and assooiated .- .’

relief set out in the Notice of Mo’uon
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N

A. Cverview and Status of the Action

4, This action concerns the ownership and use of surplus assets in the Plan. The action also
seeks declarations of partial wind ups of the Plan (except the Integration Partial Wind Up,
defined below, which has already been declared by the Company) and distribution of surplus

funds related to certain past events, namely:

a. the termination, resignation and retirement of members of the Plan following the
2003 acquisition of Canada Life by the Great West Life Assurance Company (the
“Integration Partial Wind Up™);

b. the termination of Plan members employed by Indago Capital Management Inc.
as a result of the February 26, 1999 merger of that company with Laketon
Investment Management Ltd {the “Indago Partial Wind Up”);

¢. the termination of Plan members employed by Pelican Food Services Limited as a

result of the outsourcing of operations by Canada Life in 2001 (the “Pelican

Partial Wind Up™);

d. the termination of Plan members employed by Adason Properties between

November 1, 1999 and February 28, 2001 (the “Adason Partial Wind Up”).

~5. " Inraddition, the action claims that the Planand the fuhd held in'respect'of the Plaf (thg

“Fund”) comprise an irrevocable trust (the “Trust”) and any and all amendments to the Plan that -
permit Plan expenses to be paid out of, charged to or reimbursed from the Fund, are invalid, and.
that the amounts that have left the Fund to pay for Plan expenses should be equitably allocated

' and distributed among the class members or in the alternative, paid back into the Fund.

6. - The action was commencedAin. 2005. The parties entered negotiations aimed at a po'te'r.iﬁél:
resolution of this matter. In April 2007 the parties attended a two-day mediation facilitated' by .
Justice Winklet. The medlatlon ‘Fegulted' in an’agreement on the framework for a potennal T
settlemént. .. -On December 1; 2007 after continued negotiations, the parties signed ~a -

Memorandum of Understandmg .
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7. Between 2008 and 2010 the parties continued negotiations toward a proposal for settling
this proceeding, which culminated in a Surplus Settlement Agreement (“SSA™). A true copy of
the SSA is attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “A.”

8. At all times, the negotiations between the parties were conducted at arm’s length and on
an adversarial basis. The parties were each represented by sophisticated legal counsel and took

advice from their own independent actuarial advisors.

9. A Fresh as Amended Statement of Claitm which pleads the claims of the Plaintiffs and
reflecis the legal issues that are ultimately to be decided in accordance with the SSA was issued

and entered on September 21, 2011, a true copy of which is attached to this affidavit at Exhibit
“B”.

10.  The SSA was conditional on obtaining certain levels of consent from past and present
Plan members (as further described in the class definition). A comprehensive communication
was sent to all persons included under the SSA in March, 2011, followed by a roadshow in

. several cities across Canada and information sessions for current Company employees.

11. Based on the high levels of consent to the terms of the SSA, the parties proceeded to the
implementation stage. The first step in implementing the SSA was certification of this action as

a class proceeding, which was granted in written reasons dated October 26,2011, Attached to

- thisaffidavit at-Exhibit “C” is a-true copy of the Certification Order, dated October 28;2011. ~ =+ e ..

12. If court approval of the settlement is granted, there will be a regulatory approvals sought

from the Financial Services Commission of Ontario (“FSCO™) to implement the settlement.

B, Persongl Background

13, Icommenced employment with the Company on January 2, 1986 and joined as a member
of the Plan on January 18, 1988. I started work at the Company as a Pension Investment
Corisultant. My subsequent duties with the Company included Manager, Group Sales and

Business Development Manager.
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14, My last day worked at the Company was on or about August 1, 2003, and my retirement

date was February 29, 2004, the month I reached age 55. My pension benefits commenced

January 31, 2005.

15, I still work in the field of pensions and employee benefits. I do contract work for Sun
Life involving employee education meetings for its group retirement plan clients who offer
pensions, group RRSPs, DPSPs. Ialso do pension consulting work for an insurance broker and

for an independent consulting actuary. I work approximately 300-400 hours per year.

16.  In or about September 2003, I received a letter and Notice from the Company on or about
a Partial Wind Up of the Plan. Theletter and Notice explain that the Partial Wind Up applies to
all members who were terminated by the Company, retired or resigned voluntarily between July
10, 2003 and the completion of the integration between Great-West Life/London Life and the
Company which was expected to be a two-year period (the “Integration PWU”). Neither the
letter nor the Notice addressed the issue of surplus assets in the Plan. Attached hereto and
marked as Exhibit "D" to this my affidavit is a true copy bf the letter and Notice [ received, dated

September 9, 2003.

17.  Due to my experience in the field of pensions and benefits, I was aware at the tHme I
received the letter and notice regarding the Integration PWU that the Fund had a significant
surplus and that pursuant to Ontano S Penszon Benefi ts Acz‘ the distribution of surplus funds
" should be addressed. 1 was also aware of the legal case, Mansam‘o Canada Inc V. Om‘arzo‘
(Superintendent of Financial Services), which was progressing through the courts at that time
and which involved surplus distribution on a partial wind up of a pension plan. -

18.  When I received notice of the Integration PWU, I became concerned about the rights of

members, including myself, to surplus assets.

19, Iﬁ or about the fall of 2003, T joined a voluntary association of Plan members called
Cenada Life Canadian Pension Plan Members' Rights Group ("CLPENS". CLPENS was.
- established to pool resowrces and to provide information about the Plan and to promote

awareness among all Plan members about their pension rights.
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20.  CLPENS isrun by an elected volunteer executive, in accordance with a Constitution, to
represent the voice of the employees of the Company who are members or former members of

the Plan. There are over 900 members in CLPENS. I have been a member of the CLPENS

executive commitiee since October 2005.

21. I, along with Alexander Harvey, retained legal counsel at Koskie Minsky LLP for their

advice and services in relation tfo the Integration PWU, and the issue of Plan expenses being

charged to the Fund.

22. A similar class proceeding was started in London, Ontario in spring, 2005. Rather than
engage in a diépute over carriage, we decided to consolidate our cases, adding Jean Paul
Marentette as a plaintiff to the action in Toronto (and discontinuing the London action), and

entering into a new retainer agreement with both Koskie Minsky LLP and Harrison Pensa LLP.,

23, K;)skie Minsky LLE retained Marcus Robertson of Robertson, Eadie & Associates, a firm
of actuaries and consultants, to provide expert actuarial advice. Mr. Robertson prepared a report
- dated October 25, 2005 addressing the financial position of the Plan, and information he would
expect to see in the Integration PWU Report (which was not yet produced by the Company).
Aﬁacheé to this affidavit at Exhibit “E” is a true copy of the report of Marcus Robertson dated

October 25, 2005.
- The Plaindiffs’ Claims -

24.  As noted above, the Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim seeks 2 number of
declarations conceming the ownership and use of surplus assets under the Plan and Trust, and the
Company’s rights with respect to the Plan and the Trust. The Plaintiffs seek the following forms

of relief:

a. a declaration that the Plan and the Fund comprise an irrevocable trust held

exclusively for the benefit of Plan beneficiaries;

b. a declaration that Canada Life has no beneficial interest in any assets of the F und

and that no part of the corpus or income of the Fund shall ever revert to Canada

Life;
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a declaration that any amendments made to the Plan and the Trust that purport to
allow surplus to revert to Canada Life or otherwise give Canada Life the right to

benefit directly or indirectly from the assets of the Fund are null and void;

. a declaration that the Plan and the Trust do not permit the costs of administering
the Fund or the costs of administering the Plan (together, the “Plan Expenses™) to

be paid out of or charged to or reimbursed from the Fund;

. a declaration that Canada Life is responsible for the payment of all Pla.n Expenses

and may not charge Plan Expenses to, or seek reimbursement of Plan Expenses

from, the Fund;

& declaration that any and all amendments to the Plan and the Trust that purported
* to permit Plan Expenses to be paid out of, charged to or reimbursed from the
Fund, or that otherwise permit or require that Plan Expenses be borngtby the Fund

(the “Plan Expenses Amendments™), are void and of no effect;

. a declaration that any predecessor to the Plan, and any trusts thereunder, did not
permit the costs and expenses of administering such predecessor plan and the
pension fund held in respect of such predecessor plan to be paid out of, charged to
or reimbursed from the pension fund held in respect of such predecessor plan;

. . an'interh.n and bem;zilﬁent injun.c;tion restrainiﬁg thé a.f.afeﬁéants. from causmgthe
Plan Expenses to be paid out of, charged to or reimbursed from the Fund znd from
otherwise using any part of the Fund for purposes other than for the exclusive

benefit of the Plan members;

a declaration that all Plan Expenses the defendants unlawfully caused to be paid
out of, charged to or reimbursed from the Fund (the “Revoked Funds™) constitute
a breach and partial revocation of the Trust;

an accounting of all Revoked Funds by Canada Lifé;',_ :

an order that all Revoked Funds, togethéi' vmh ﬁtérest compounded 'annually”at
the rate of Fund return, be paid to the Class by Canada Life and that such funds be
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equitably allocated and distributed among the members of the Class in accordance

with the direction of this Honourable Court;

in the alternative to k., an order requiring the Company to make restitution to the

Fund in respect of all Revoked Funds plus interest;

. damages payable by the Company for breach of trust and contract in the amoutt

of $150,000,000 in respect of the Revoked Funds, and such amounts to be
determined by this Honourable Court;

. & declaration that the Plan and the Trust do not permit the Plan to be merged in

whole or in part with any other pension plan;

. a declaration that the Plan and the Trust do not penm"t the Fund to be merged in
whole or in part with the fund of any other pension plan;

. adeclaration that Canada Life is precluded from amending the Plan or the Trust to

include new classes of members;

. a declaration that the Plan and the Trust do not permit Canada Life to take
confribution holidays under the Plan, including contribution holidays in respect of
the funding of any defined contribution benefits from the accumulated actuarial

~suiplis inthe Plan; ™ -
an order determining the quantum, if any, of fﬁe'conm"buﬁon holidays imf;rbpeﬂy :
taken by Canada Life and requiring that Canada Life pay all such amounts to the :

Fund with interest;

a declaraﬁon that the Plan and the Trust do not perrmt Canada Life to ﬁmd beneﬁt s

enhancements utider the Plan from F und assets mcludmg surplus;

©oEm order determmmg the quantum 1f any, of beneﬁt enhancements under the PIan '
lmproperly funded from Fund asséts add' requmng that Canada Life pay all such A

amountsto the Fund with interest; and’
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Qo

1. interest and costs.
D, The Plan and Trust

{3} Surplus Ownership

25. 1 am advised by my counsel and do verily believe that member entitlement to g

distribution of assets on Partial Wind Up of a pension plan depends on surplus ownership.
Ownership of surplus, in turn, depends on the construction of the original Plan and Trust

documents.
26. The Fresh as Amended Statement of Claim traces the Plan and Trust language back to its

inception, through numerous amendments over the years, to certain key amendments that were

made effective January 1, 1997. These key amendments purported to provide for reversion of

surplus assets to the Company.

27.  The facts and documents supporting the Plaintiffs’ claim to surplus ownership are set oyt
in the affidavit of Ari Kaplan, a partner at the law firm of Koskie Minsky LLP,

(i1) Plan Expenses

28.  The 1964 Trust Agreement provided in article 7 that the Company shall pay all costs and

expenses in connectxon wﬁh the Fund

29. At a date unknown to the Plaintiffs, between 1964 and 1988, expenses related to the
investment and administration of the Fund began to be charged to th<_3 Fund. The Plan’s Financial
Statements since at least 1988 combine the three pension plans that were later merged m 1997,
including the Plan, The Canada Life Assurance Company Trusteed Cangdian Staff Pension Fund
(1958) and The Canada Life Assurance Company Trusteed Canadian Agents' Pension Fund (the
"Funds"). The Funds have been combined in the Financial Statements since at least 1988

because they have been under common trusteeship since 1965.

.30. The earliest financial statements the Plamﬁffs have been able to obtam are dated
Deccmber 31, 1988, and indicate (at note 3 to thie statemcnt) that fees were charged 1o the Funds

that year for specialty growth administration, real estate administration, mortgage. services,
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Investment management and other administration fees. Such charges are alleged to be contrary

to article 7 of the 1964 Trust Agreement. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “F” is true copy

of the 1988 Financial Statement,

31, The responsibility for payment of Plan expenses changed under the 1993 Trust
Agreernent, under articles 4 and 5, which required the Trustees 1o reimburse the Company for
charges incurred in the operation of the Plan and the Fund (the “Plan Expense Amendments”).

Article 4 of the 1993 Trust Agreement sets out the Duties of the Trustees which includes, in part,

the following:

...(h) upon the request of the Plan Administrator, pay for any usual and reasonable
expenses incurred in the administration of the Fund and the Plan within 18 months prior

to the date of request, ...
32. Article 5 of the 1993 Trust Agreement, relating to the duties of the Plan Administrator,

was amended to include the following duty:

(D) obtain from the Trustees reimbursement of expenses and charges incurred by
the Plan Administrator and the Company relating to the operation of the Fund and the
Plan as and when requested by the Company...

33, The Pension Commission of Ontario (now called the Financial Services Commission of
Ontario) required the Company to give notice to Plan members of the Plan Expense
Amendments. A notice was sent to Plan members, dated August 9, 1994, describing the change
~to the Trust related to payment of Plan Expenses. A frore general letter announcing Plan
amendments was sent fo members, dated June 1, 1994, that explained under the old policy, the
“Company paid the expenses of the Plan directly”, but under the new policy, “[i]nvestment
expenses and the cost of administering the plan will in future, if the Company requests, be paid
from the pension fund.” Attached to this affidavit at Exhibits “G” and “E aze true copies of the
Plan member letters dated August 9, 1994 and June 1, 1994, respectively. '

34. The 2002 Trost Agreemnent requires’ ét: Article 'S(i) .t'hat the Trustees réiﬁiﬁirse the Plan
Administrator for "any reasonable charges, fees, taxes and other expenses, including without
limitation any internal expenses of the Plan Administrator and the usual reasonable expenses of
any agents of the Plan Administrator incurréd in the opefation, review, design; emendment and

administration of the Plan and investment of the Fund...",




35.  The most recent restated Plan text is the 2003 Plam which contains the following

provision:

14.05 Plan Expenses

All reasonable charges, fees, taxes and other expenses, including, without limitation, any
internal expenses of the Plan administrator and the usual and reasonable expenses of any
agents of the Plan administrator, incurred in the operation, review, design, amendment
and administration of the Plan and the Trust Agreement or the review, administration, use
and investment of the Pension Fund, including Surplus Assets, shall be paid from the
Pension Fund unless paid directly by the Company. The Trustee shall, if requested, by
the Company, reimburse the Company out of the Pension Fund for any such charges,
fees, taxes and other expenses which the Company pays directly.

36.  The Plan’s financial statements filed with the Financial Services Commission of Ontario

disclose the following summary of total costs and expenses charged to the Fund since 1987:

Year Total Costs and Expenses
1987 $2,987,000 (partial amount only)
1988 $3,370,000 (partial amount only)
1989 $4,529,000 (partial amount only)
1990 not available

1991 not available

1992 not available

1993 not available

1994 $2,542,000

1995 $1,734,000

1996 $2,055,000

1997 --$2,345,000

1998 $2,342,000

1999 $3,692,000

2000 $4,937,000

2001 $4,344.000

2002 $3,356,000

2003 $2,848,000

Attached to this Affidavit at Exhibit “I” are true copies of the Financial Statements for the Plan
for the following years: 1989, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and

2003,

! 7 37 The Plaintiffs, pléad that the Plan Bxpense Amendments were and are contrary 1o the

5 S 1964 and 1989 Trust Agreements, which preclude any portion of the Fund being returned to the
Company. The Plan Expense Amendments are alleged to constitute a partial revocation and

breach of trust.
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(iii) FSCO Expense Investigation

38. By letter dated June 24, 2004, FSCO wrote to the Company to advise that a concern had
been raised by Plan members about the payment of Plan Expenses from the Fund (among 'other
things) and invited the Company to make submissions on this point. Attached to this affidavit at
Exhibit “J” is a true copy of the letter from FSCO to the Company dated June 24, 2004,

39.  The Company’s counsel made detailed submissions to FSCO about the validity of the
Plan Bxpenses Amendments by letter dated January 10, 2005. Attached to this affidavit at
Exhibit “K” is a true copy of the letter from Osler Hoskin & Harcourt to FSCO, dated January

10, 2005.

40.  Affer this proceeding commenced in 2005, my counsel wrote to FSCO advising that a
Statement of Claim had been issued, and stating that the matter should be dealt with by the
Ontario Superior Court of Justice. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “L” is a true copy of the

letter from Koskie Minsky LLP to FSCO dated June 7, 2005.

41, In September 2005, FSCO staff advised the Company that it would be willing to suspend
the investigation concerning Plan Expenses and allow the Court to decide the issue, provided that
the Company agreed to cease paying any expenses from the Fund during that time. Attached 1o
this affidavit at Exhibit “M” is a frue copy of the letter from FSCO to the Company dated

September 23, 2005.

42.  The Company agreed to FSCO’s proposal and FSCO’s Plan Expenses investigation was
suspended. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “N” is a true copy of the letter from Company’s
counsel to FSCO dated September 28, 2005.

{iv) Amount of Plan Survlus

43.  The Actuarial Report for the Plan prepared by Mercer Human Resource Consul’ung as at -: R
‘December 31, 2008 “disclosed a funding excess of $221,029, OOO and a“solvency excess of - -
$165,627,000, which includes the Partial Wind Up Surpluses retaihed in the Plan. Attached to - .

this affidavit at Exhibit “O” is a true copy of the actuarial valuation of the Plan as at December

31,2008
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(v) The Integration Partial Wind-Up

44, A Partia] Wind Up of the Plan within the meaning of the Pension Benefits Act, R.8.0.
1990, ch. P.8 ("PBA") was declared as of July 10, 2003 by the Company in relation to members
of the Plan who were terminated from, retired or resigned voluntarily from the Company as a

result of the integration with The Great-West LI'FS Assurance Company ("The Integration Partial
Wind up™).

45.  The letter and Notice provided by the Company that notified members about the
Integration PWU did not refer to the existence of surplus in the Fund, to the distribution of the

surplus on the partial wind up, nor to any potential entitlement that Plan members may have to

any surplus assets in the Fund.

46. 'The Company filed the Integration PWU Report in April 2006. In that report, the
Company did not make any proposal or provide any assurance to the Integration PWU Sub-Class
concerning surplus sharing. The Report discloses an estimated partial wind-up surplus of
$92,994,000 attributable to the Integration PWU Sub-Class as of June 30, 2005. Attached to this
affidavit at Exhibit “P” is a true copy of the Partial Wind Up Report.

47.  The assets of the pension trust, including the Integration PWU surplus, are invested
funds, the value of which can fluctuate along with the performance of the financial markets. The.
Plaintiffs were advised by legal counsel for Canada Life that steps were taken to protect the
Integration PWU surplus within the pension trust from the volatilities of the market Tollowing the

mediation with Regional Senior Justice Winkler, as he then was.

48. The Actuarial Valuation of the Plan as at December 31, 2008 disclosed that the
Integratlon PWU Surplus had decreased to $71,775,000. :

B ‘;- .Hisio;y of the Liﬁgation‘m:ch éfeps TO'SEtfié}.néﬂf'-' -

49;. - The, Plaintiffs served and ﬁled thelr motion for certlﬁcatlon i Novamber 2005 Canada
Life also brought a motion to strike paragraphs within the Plaintiffs’ Statement of Claim, which

sought ‘the payment of any amoutts awarded in connection with the Plan Expenses claim to be

distributed directly to Class Members.
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50.  Following a series of initial case management conferences, the parties were schedaled to
argue the motion for certification, as well as the Comapany’s motion to strike, in February of
2006. Due to scheduling difficulties, and in light of the commencement of settlement

discussions between the parties, the hearing was adjourned.

51. In June 0f 2006, a case conference was held with Justice Hoy, who was newly assigned to
the case, and the certification and motion to strike were set for November 15 and 16 of 2006, On
November 14, 2006, a case conference was held with Justice Hoy where the parties requested a
further adjournment pending the outcome of the appeal in Potter v. Bank of Canada, which dealt

with the issue raised in the Company®s motion to strike.

52. In the same endorsement, the Court noted the report of the parties that settlement
discussions had commenced. The Company had made a settlement offer on November 9, 2006
and the Plaintiffs were ordered to provide a responding settlement offer by December 31, 2006.

The parties were ordered to report on the status of settlement discussions at a case conference

which was scheduled for February 22, 2007.

53.  The parties agreed to engage Justice Winkler to facilitate a mediation of the dispute,
which took place in April 2007. Prior to the mediation, in November 2006, the Plaintiffs and the
CLPENS Executive entered into a confidentiality agreement with the Company, promising not to
divulge the details of the settlement negotiations to anyone. The Confidentiality Agreement

permitted reports as to the progress of the negotiations to members of Class, with the advance

" consent of the parties.

4. Tattended the two-day mediation facilitated by Justice Winkler with my fellow Plaintiffs,
my counsel, and other members of the CLPENS Executive Commitiee including Wib Antler,
Alex Harvey, and Jean Paul Marentette. The mediation started with everyone present in the
same room, but very shortly the clients were segregated into separate rooms. My counsel came

in and out of our room, having discussions with us, with Justice Winkler, and with counsel for

the Company.

55. At thé conclusion of the mediaﬁoﬁ, the parfies bad reached an agreement in principle, but

there were significant items that were yet to be resolved. By November 2007, the parties had
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concluded a Memorandum of Understanding. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “Q” is a true

copy of the Memorandum of Understanding dated November 9, 2007.

56. The CLPENS Executive and Plaintiffs released an announcement to advise interested
people that they had entered into a Memorandum of Understanding. The Notice explained that
an agreed upon framework had been reached, but a final settlement agreement was yet to come.
It also described the amount of the Integration PWU surplus, and the proportionate shares that
would be paid to the Company, Integration PWU members, and other eligible inactive Plan
members. The Notice further stated that the remaining eligible active members who were
employed by the Company as of June 30, 2005 (or who subsequently joined the Plan) would
receive a 2-year contribution holiday (or equivalent payment), as well as other protection.
Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “R” is a true copy of the Announcement which was posted to
the Koskie Minsky LLP website on December 1, 2007, in French and English,

57. The parties continued to work toward achieving a comprehensive settlement of all issues
over the next two years. The CLPENS Executive had numerous meetings with our counsel and
actuarial advisor to raise concems, ask questions, review drafts of the SSA, and receive legal
advice. In addition, I spent many hours ouiside of the formal CLPENS meetings reviewing

drafts of the SSA, and speaking with my fellow Executive members about issues that might

arise.

£ The Terms of Setilerent

58. The details of the proposed settlement are set out in the SSA. Under the SSA, the;
Company will voluntarily declare Partial Wind Ups for thé three prior events referenced in the
introduction (Indago, Adason, Pelican). The SSA provides financial benefits for all members of
the Class. The amount of PWU surpluses to be distributed, net of estimated expenses, as of June

30, 2010 are:
Eé_;c.imated Integraﬁoﬁ PWU Suzplus B .$6.2.2 million I
Estimated Indago PWU Surplus | $1.2 million
Eéﬁmated Adason PWU Surplus $5.1 million
Estimated Pelican PWU Surplus $2.5 million ]
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Tatgl | $71 million

58.  The Plan members whb will participate in the Settlement, as captured in the Class

definition, and the number of members in each group, are as follows:

a.

b.

Plan Members included in the Imtegration PWU (2148);

Plan Members who will be inchuded in the Indago PWU (15);
Plan Members who will be included in the Adason PWU (37);
Plan Members who will be included in the Pelican PWTU (38);

Deferred/vested members of the Plan as of April 12, 2005 who are not part of the
groups described above (494);

Members of the Plan in receipt of a monthly pension from the Plan as of April 12,
2005, or the surviving spouse of a member if the members has died and the
spouse is receiving a pension from the Plan on that date, who are not part of the

groups described in a-d above (826);

Al active members of the Plan as at June 30, 3005, plus any new Plan members

from that date up to date of certification as a class proceeding (1681); and

Former Plan members employed in Quebec who would have been included in the-

Integration PWU but for their employment in Quebec (29).

. 6 In sum, the PWU Smpluses (for each of Integratlon Indago Adason and Pehcan) will be .

shar.ed as follows:

“a: "Partial Wind Up Members Wﬂl receive 57.22% of the PWU Smjplus attnbutable L

b

to them;

Non Partial Wmd Up Members Who are pens1oners and deferred/Vested Plan

members will receive 12:44% ‘of each PWU Surplus
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¢. Canada Life will receive 30.34% of each PWU Surplus.

_ 6l. The 57.22% share of the PWU surpluses will be paid to members of the PWUs

proporﬁonally based on the value of the pension benefits they have eatned under the Plan.
Surplus shares will be paid as taxable cash lump-sum amounts, subject to applicable
withholdings for tax. Members who are entitled to more than $15,000 in surplus may contribute
all or part of their share to a registered retirement savings plan (RRSP) without withholdings if,
at the time of the surplus distribution, they confirm to the Company that they have available

RRSP contribution room. Each PWU member will receive a mindmum paynﬁcn’t of $1000.

62.  The 12.44% share of the surpluses will be paid to the pensioners and deferred/vested
members proportionally based on the value of the pension benefits they have eamed under the
Plan. Surplus shares will be paid as taxable cash lump-sum amounts, subject to applicable
withholdings for tax. Members who are entitled to more than $15,000 in surplus may contribute
all or part of their share to a registered retirement savings plan (RRSP) without withholdings if,
at the time of the surplus distribution, they confirm to the Company that they have available

RRSP contribution room. Each pensioner and deferred/vested member will receive a minimum

payment of $1000.

63.  Aspart of the SSA, the Company will establish a new pension plan (the “New Plan™) and
related new trust fund (“New Fund”). The terms of the New Plan will be identical to the terms of

the Plan, except for certain provisions which are required to implement the settlement, discussed

further below.

64.  Active members who have consented to the proposed settlement will be transferred to the
New Plan, and will receive a two-year contribution holiday. The benefit accrual formula for
consenting active Plan members under the New Plan will remain unchanged for two vears
following the settlement approval. Assets equal to the value of the benefits they have eamed will
be transferred fo the New Plan, along with a proportional amount of surplus in the ongoing Plan.
If the active member’s employmént is terminated before the end of the two-year contribution
- holiday period, or the member stops earning benefits under the New Plén for any other reason, a
lump sum equal to the value of aniy remaining contribution holidays will be paid to the member,

the member’s spouse, or estate, 45 the case may be. A luntp“stim will also be paid for any
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approved leaves of absence or any other period during which a member is not required to

contribute to the Plan.

65. The Quebec Cash-Ouis consist of Plan members who reported for work in Quebec and

who had their entitlements paid out of the Plan before April 12, 2005. They will be treated ag

members of the Integration PWU.

66.  In the event that a Class Member dies before receiving his or her surplus share or

contribution holiday, payment will be made to his or her spouse, designated beneficiary or estate,

provided that all necessary consents are obtained.

67.  The New Plan will be supported by a new Trust Agreement. The Company is seeking a
“variation of trust” to obtain certainty regarding its use of assets once Class members are
transferred to the New Plan. Under the SSA, the variation of trust will not address surplus

ownership in the svent of a future wind up of the Plan or New Plan.

68.  To achieve certainty under the New Plan, the parties have agreed under the SSA to seek
the following Court declarations, for the benefit of the Company:

a. The Company is entitled to expand the membership of the Plan or New Plan by

way of amendment or merger;

b. The Company is entitled to use assets in the Plan oxr New Plan (including surplus)
to provide benefits for, and fund contribution holidays with respect o new

members, including benefits transferred from another pension plan;

¢. The Company is entitled to merge all or a portion of the Plan and/or the New Plan
with other pension plans;

d. The Company is entitled to use all or part of any surplas o take contribution
holidays in the Plan and/or New Plan with respect to past current and future

beneﬁts

e. The Company is entfded to fund benefit enhancements W1th respeet to the Plan o

and/or New Plan from surplus;
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f. "The Company is entitled to reimbursement from the Plan and/or New Plan of Plan
Expenses that were incurred and paid prior to the SSA. Further, the Company can
pay for future expenses from the Plan or New Plan, or be reimbursed from the

Plan or New Plan, for such expenses that it pays directly.

69. Class Counsel and members of the CLPENS Executive were able to review a draft
version, of the New Plan Text and New Trust Agreement, to ensure that it complied with the

terms of the SSA, and were satisfied that it did.

70.  The SSA also deals with payment of the parties™ expenses. Expenses incurred in the
negotiation and implementation of the SSA, and those generally related to the Partial Wind Ups,
will be deducted from the surpluses attributable to the Partial Wind Ups. The SSA defines
“settlement expenses” as “all expenses related to negotiation and implementation of the SSA.”

The SSA terms dealing with payment of the parties’ expenses can be summarized as follows:

a. All Settlement Expenses incurred up to December 2007 will be deducted from the
Integration PWU Surplus only;

b. Settlement Expenses incurred between December 21, 2007 (the date that the
Adason and Pelican Committees joined the settlement negotiations) and October
1, 2008 will be deducted from the Integration, Adason and Pelican PWU
surpluses, with each surplus bearing a share of the Settlement Expenses that is
proportional to the value of the pension benefits of the members included,

compared to the value of the benefits of all members included in all three Partial

Wind Ups;:

¢. Other expenses of the parties incurred to October 1, 2008 that specifically relate
to only one of the Partial Wind Ups, will be deducted from the surphus atiributable .
to that Partial Wind Up; |

‘ d. Settlement Expenses and other expenses mcurred after October 1, 2008 (the détié .
1 that the Indago Committee joined the settlement negotiations) will be deducfe'd.'-.
Jf . from the surpluses atiributable to all four Partial Wind Ups. Bach Partial Wind
Up will bear a portion of the expenses that is proportional to the value of the
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pension benefits of its included members, as compared to the total value of the

pension benefits of all members included in all four Partial Wind Ups.

Conumunications with Class Members and Notice of the Froposed Settlenient

&

71.  Shortly after the claim was filed in 2005, Class Counsel established a website, toll-free
hotline, and email path, to provide Plan members with updates concerning the progress of the

litigation and respond to questions. The website has been updated as events warranted.,

72.  During the settlement negotiations which spanned several years, the Plaintiffs and
CLPENS were constrained by the Confidentiality Agreement, which prohibited disclosure of any
aspects of the negotiations or terms of settlement. Shortly after the Memorandum of Settlement
was reached, CLPENS released an announcement to its membership of the essential terms of the

Proposed Settlement, and also advised that there was still a significant amount of work yet to do.

73.  Since CLPENS was established, it hag held annual general meetings (except in 2010 and
2011} to keep its members apprised of the progress of this case. Many active employees have
attended these meetings, as well as the social gatherings which have typically followed them.

The general tenor of feedback after signing the MOU from active employees was very

favourable.

74. 1 have also socialized from time to time with Plan members who are still active
employees, and have discussed this case in an informal way, while respecting the confidentiality

arrangements which have been in effect at various times.

75, In March 2011 a comprehensive Information Package was sent to all Class Members

detailing the Proposed Settlement. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibit “S” is a true copy of the

Information Package.

76.  Following mailing of the Information Packages, a total of 15 meetings were held in cities

across Canada (Vancouver, Calgary, Regina, Toronto, London, Montreal and Halifax) to further A
describe the SSA and provide an opportunity to proposed Class Members to ask questions. Af -
each of the meetings, a presentation was made by the Company, by me (or another CLLPENS- °

representative), and by my counsel. In addition, theré Were question and answer periods where




Company representatives were absent from the room. Attached to this affidavit at Exhibits “T~

is a true copy of the PowerPoint presentation of the Plaintiffs.

77. At each of the roadshows I attended, I personally spoke with members about the
proposed settlement. Many people had questions about the process leading up to the proposed

settlement, and how the Plaintiffs had balanced the interests of the different classes of Plan

members.

78. In response to some frequently asked questions, Class Counsel posted two notices on ifs

website, one for active employees and one for pensioners. Attached hereto at Exhibit “U” are

true copies of the two notices, in French and English.

79.  Following the roadshows, an additional letter was sent by the CLPENS Executive to
proposed Class members who had not yet returned a Decision Form. The letter addressed some
specific concerns that had been raised by active employees of the Company at the roadshows and
in communications with counsel. Attached hereto at Exhibit at “V” is a true copy of the letter

dated May, 2011.

80.  Around the same time, the Company sent a letter to all active members of the Plan
clarifying the answers to some commonly asked questions, and stating the Company”s intentions
with respect to changing pension benefits for employees. Attached to this affidavit a“t Exhibit
“W? is a true copy of the letter from the Company dated May, 2011.

81.  There were also additional meetings held with active employees of the Company to
respond to some of their c,oncerhs, on May 17, 18; and 19, 2011, in Regina, London, and Toronto
respectively. 1 attended all of the meetings, which included a brief presentation by a Company
representative, followed by a question and answer period with me and my counsel while

Company representatives were out of the room.

82,  Iam advised by the Company’s counsel, and do verily believe, that an internal email was
sent by the Company to all employees to ‘announce the additional meetirigs for actives. Attached

at Bxhibit “X” are true copies of the emails to all employees dated May 10, 2011, and May 11,
2011, '
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83. I am advised by the Company’s counsel, and do verily believe, that an email was sent 1o .
all active employees on August 24, 2011 providing an update on the status of votes on the
settlement proposal, and advising that the parties had agreed to move forward to implement the

proposal. Attached at Exhibit “Y™ is a-true copy of the email dated August 24,2011,

H Hhky I Support This Settlerment

84.  Ibelieve that the SSA is comprehensive and ultimately fair according to the advice of our
actuarial and legal counsel. 1 come to this view having the benefit of being personally involved

since before commencement of the court proceeding. In short, I am in full agreement with the

proposed settlement.

85.  The SSA, if approved, will settle a number of issues, however it will not preclude any

future claim by Plan members to surplus ownezship on Plan termination. This right has been

deliberately preserved.

86. I havs been advised by my counsel and believe that although the claim to surplus
ownership case has merit, the other claims, particularly the claim concerning Plan Expenses, is
tenuous. Further, ] am advised that even if the Class succeeded in the Plan Expenses claim, the
remedy of “direct payments” to Plan members for improperly paid assets out of a pension plan

has been rejected by Ontario courts.

87.  Counsel has also advised me and the other Representative Plaintiffs that notwithstanding
any success, appeals by the Company could have the effect of delaying a resolution for many
years. Given that it has already been six years since commencement of the proceeding, the

Representative Plaintiffs are anxious to see a settlement that glves C’ass Members financial

benefits sooner rather than later.

83.  The proposed settlement gives the Class Members certaintf;' .Tﬁé’broposed settlement
represents a reasonable and rational compromise. Given the mherent uncertamty in going to

court, I believe that the proposed settlement represents a fair bargam between us and the

Company.
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Court File No. 05-CV-287556CP

BETWEEN:

DAVID KIBD, ALEXANDER HARVEY,
JEAN PAUL M A_HJ‘ TETTE, GARRY C. YIP, LOUIE NUSPL, SUSAN
HENDERSON and LIN YEOMANS

Plaintiff
- and -
THE CANADA LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY,
AP . SYMONS, D. ALLEN LONEY and JAMES R. GRANT
Defendant

AFFIDAVIT OF ANTHONY GUINDON
(sworn Mareh 12, 2013)

I, ANTHONY GUINDON, of the City of Toronto, in the Province of Ontario,
MAKE OATH AND SAY:

L. I am a lawyer with the law firm of Koskie Minsky LLP, Class Counsel in this
matter, and as such, have personal knowledge of the matters to which I depose herein.
Where my knowledge is based upon information and belief, I have indicated the source

of my knowledge, and verily believe the same to be true.

2. In a Court approved notice which was mailed to Class Members on or about
February 15, 2013, Class Members were advised of the Plaintiffs’ motion to vary the
Judgment of the Court dated January 27, 2012 in accordance with the terms of an
Amended Surplus Shanng Agreement (the “ASSA”), and that any objectxons to the
ASSA should be submitted to Class Counsel by March 11, 2013.

3. As of 1:00 p.m., March 12, 2013, Class Counsel has received 11 written
objections to the ASSA. Attached hereto as Exhibits “A” to “K™ are true copies of the

written objections received to date by Class Counsel.
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4. In addition to the aforementioned objections, a further Class Member, Mr. Dan
Anderson, who I understand is an actuary, made numerous inquiries of Class Counsel
regarding the reasons for the decline in the IPWU Surplus. T am advised by Clio
Godkewitsch of Koskie Minsky LLP and verily believe that following various email
exchanges between Mr. Anderson and Ms. Godkewitsch, and in light of concems
expressed by Mr. Anderson, Ms. Godkewitsch and the actuary retained by Class Counsel
(Mr. Marcus Robertson) attended two lengthy conference calls with Mr. Anderson on
March 5 and March 7, 2013, where his information requests and concems were
discussed. Mr. Anderson and others were also referred to the material filed with this
Court on the September 27, 2012 motion and the actuarial reports and opinions therein,
all of which were posted on the Koskie Minsky LLP website for this proceeding.

5. Following the foregoing discussions and exchanges of information, Mr.
Anderson submitted two information sheets examining the status of the Integration
Partial Wind-up Surplus to Class Counsel, which have been circulated to a number of
other Class Members by Mr. Anderson, and which have been appended to a number of

objections filed with Class counsel. These information sheets are attached hereto as

Exhibit “L.”

6. In response to the submissions of Mr. Anderson, and in light of the numerous
inquiries received by the Canada Life Pension Rights Group (“CLPENS”), the CLPENS.
Executive Committee prepared and sent a detailed email message to the CLPENS email
list, which included further explanations and details regarding the ASSA and the
reduction of the IPWU Surplus. A true copy of this message is attached hereto as
Exhibit “M.” ‘
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7. I make this Affidavit in good faith in support of the motion to vary the Judgment

in this proceeding, and for no other or improper purpose.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of
Toronto, in the Province of Ontario, on

March 12, 2013.
CQ‘TV’M CNTHOY CUINDON

Commissioher for Taking Affidavits
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This is Exhibit '*A" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon

swom before me, this 2%
day of March, 2013
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FOIT Fred Taggart <fjtaggart@yahoo.com>

fi: March-08-13 8:01 AM

Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

biect: Amended Settlement Court Proceedings on March 18, 2013
ttachments: CLA-CLPENS Amendment - Response to Court PDF.pdf
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Attached is cornmentary that I wish to have presented to the Court for consideration in the above matter.

I intend to share this document later today with each member of the CLPENS Executive Committee and then
later again more broadly with plan members who may have an interest in these proceedings.

Please confirm receipt of the attached PDF file and please also confirm that this commentary will be presented
to the Court prior to March 18, 2013.

Sincerely,

Fred Taggart
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47204 Colonial Drive,
Mississauga, ON L5L4BS

March 8, 2013

The Honourable Justice Perell
Ontario Superior Court of Justice

Background

| am a member of the Canada Life Pension Plan and a former executive at Canada Life. | was employed
by Canada Life from 1973 until 2003. My last position at Canada Life was Vice President, Individual
insurance where | was responsible for the individual insurance operations in Canada. Prior to that, | was
Vice President, Investments and Pensions and was responsible for Group Pension operations and
Individual wealth accumulation products in Canada. | was part of the executive team that lost
employment after the acquisition of Canada Life by Great-West Life in 2003. More than 2100 other

employees of Canada Life also lost their jobs during this period.

I am also a former member (Oct, 2005 to Oct, 2007) of the CLPENS Executive Committee. | resigned from
the Executive Committee in late October, 2007. Since that time, and until now, { did not speak against
the settlement and | voted in support of the settlement that was presented in March, 2011.

| am very concerned with the disappearance of surplus from the Pension Plan. { am also concerned with
the process that has been followed to get us to the point where individual plan members have to

approach the court to be heard.

This proposed amendment is a hugely material change to the original settlement, and the settlement as
amended would not have the support of members.

Wheare did the surplus go?

The original settlement proposed distributing $62m of surplus. This was down from a reported PWU
surplus of $203m in 2006. The reasons given for the sharp drop were:

1} less investment income than anticipated

2) a change in actuarial assumptions - now expected that more people will opt for a guaranteed benefit

rather than a commuted value

That brought the surplus down to $72m and, net of expenses the expected distribution was $62m.
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After the settlement was approved by the court, the reported surplus dropped from 562m 1o less than
$10m. The reasons given for this second sharp drop were:

1) persistent low interest rates which increase the cost of the hasic benefits

2} a change in actuarial assumptions ... now recognize that even more people opted for a guaranteed
benefit rather than a commuted value

It should be noted that both the low interest environment and the number of people opting for a
guaranteed benefit were known well before the court date.

As a prelude to this amendment now before the court, we hear that the surplus has dropped to a mere
$2.6m and it may be enhanced slightly with forgiveness of interest charges and by waiving a small
portion of the legal fees. The reasons given for this latest dropin surplus are:

1) persistent low interest rates which increase the cost of basic benefits

2) a much higher take-up rate than anticipated of those opting for a guaranteed benefit rather than a

commuted value

We also learn that Canada Life was unable to find a provider of insured annuities for this group of
members (those in the Partial Wind-up) despite shopping the opportunity among / life insurers in
Canada. Instead, Canada Life will be “forced” to keep paying the members from the fund.

Some guestions the Court may wish to explore are:

1) Why would the number of people opting for a guaranteed benefit rather than a commuted
value have any effect on the surplus? These two options are supposed to be actuarially
equivalent. Of course they will only be actuarially equivalent If they are valued using the same

assumptions.

These two options in fact use widely different assumptions. Canada Life calculates the
commuted values as of the member’s termination date, Therefore the actuarial assumptions are
based on a standard effective in 1993 and uses interest and mortality assumptions that are 10 -
years and 30 years respectively out of date. Those opting for a commuted value are assumed to
earn 6% annually on the money - for each and every year from 2003 onwards. This assumption
drives down the commuted value. The mortality assumption is based on mortality tables from
1983 and therefore ignores that people now live longer. By overstating interest rates and
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understating how long people will live, the commuted value (i.e. the value of the pension) is
significantly understated. The high take-up rate of those opting for a guaranteed benefit should
come as a surprise to no-one. Members simply cannot replace the fost income stream with the

commuted values offered.

Now let’s look at those who opt for guaranteed benefits — how are their pensions valued? The
actuarial assumptions used to value those pensions are the very opposite of those used for the
commuted values. Not only do they now reflect longer lifespans (as they should) but they also
assume that today's historically low interest rates will persist into the future. This increases the

"assumed" cost of the benefit and eats into the surplus.

So, again, the question is, why would the value of the pension differ depending on whether the benefit
is left in the fund or taken out? Actuarial standards set in 1993 never anticipated that disbursements
would be made 20 years later using those standards, or that plan sponsors would conveniently ignore
updated standards that are meant to ensure equitable treatment.

One of the ways to ensure that no-one “games” the system is to give plan members a choice of a
commuted value or an insured annuity — the understanding being that market competition wil| always
provide a fair cost for an insured annuity. This leads to the next question.

2) Why would no insurance company in Canada want to bid on a block of business that is in the
hundreds of millions of dollars? Was the bid structured in such a way as to preclude any reasonable
response? Who were the 7 companies that Canada Life approached? Did they include Canada Life itself,
sister company London Life, parent company Great-West Life? If annuities are purchased, current
pension values are crystallized and members can have comfort that the cost to the fund is both fair and
permanent. If instead, those pension costs are simply estimated there is no assurance that the cost to

the fund is either fair or permanent.

3) Now that the assets and liabilities have been transferred to the on-going plan, what happensifand
when interest rates recover to a historically normal level? Don't the liabilities shrink as rapidly as they
ballooned ... thus restoring the healthy surplus that the plan has enjoyed for decades? With a certain set

of assumptions, we've seen nearly $100m disappear in the last 6 years. With a different set of
assumptions, might we see the $100m reappear in the next 6 years?

It is unlikely that we will see a rebound by 31Dec14 as the US Fed is on record to hold interest rates
steady until at least mid-2014. However, if it did magically occur, why would the second surplus
distribution be capped at $15m?
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it sceems to this observer that Canada Life has seen a window of opportunity to move assets and
lizbilities to the ongoing plan, temporarily value the liabilities at historically low interest levels, distribute
a severely diminished surplus to the plan members, and then wait for rising interest rates to restore the
healthy surplus that the plan has enjoyed for many years. With a timely decision to make payments
from the fund rather than purchasing annuities, Canada Life has Jocked the members’ surplus claims into
these tough economic circumstances while insulating their own share and in fact the entire PWU surplus

from those same economic circumstances.

The process is.unfair

All of this is being done via an amendment to the settlement, with no further information sessions for
plan members, no opportunity to ask qu'estions, and no opportunity to vote - yet members are bound by
all of the terms and conditions and concessions that they agreed to in the original settlement when they
believed they would share in $62m rather than less than $5m.

This negotiation process has dragged on for 8 years now. Suddenly, when the surplus has nearly
evaporated (and only temporarily so), there is a rush to bring closure to the process. The original
settlement was approved by the court on January 27, 2012. Members heard nothing more from CLPENS
until May, 2012 when they were informed that the surplus had dropped by more than 80%. Then no
further communication until the third week of February, 2013 when we learn the surplus has dropped a
further 60%, and a settlement amendment was announced along with a pre-arranged court date. At that
time, members had a mere three weeks to attempt to understand what has transpired and to
individually comment or object to the.court. )

What should the Court do?

| respectfully submit that the Court should disallow this amendment. The original settlement terms
should be enforced or, if that is not possible, then the original settlement set aside.

When members voted in favour of the settlement, they granted many concessions to Canada Life -
forgiveness of expenses withdrawn from the plan in the past, the right to take future expenses from the
plan, effective control of future surplus (to fund company contributions holidays). They also signed a
release against any future claims against the Plan assets.

None of that would now have the support of plan members.

Respectively submitted,

Fred J Taggart
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From: Fred Taggart [mailto:fitaggari@yahoo.com]

Sent: March-11-13 10:20 AM

Ta: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Subject: Settlement Amendment - Addendum fo 8Marl3 letter

Please find attached a short addendum to my submission from last Friday. Please have this attached to my

earlier submission.
As before, please confirm receipt of the attachment and its submission to the Court.
Kind regards,

Fred Taggart
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Fred Taggart
4204 Colonial Drive
Mississauga, ON L5L4B9

March 11, 2013

The Honourable Justice Perell,
Ontario Superior Court of Justice

ADDENDUM to my letter of March 8, 2013

Suhsequent to my letter of March 8, | became aware of additional information recently posted to Class
Counsel’s website - in particular, the motion and motion response from September, 2012.

That information changes the details of my earlier submission but not my central argument. | believe
that Canada Life has cleverly concealed the PWU surplus in the ongoing Plan in order to gain effective
ownership of the entire surplus.

They have done this by exploiting the 2010 policy change from FSCO {allowing payments from the fund)
and relying on the recent CIA Educational Guidance on how to value such liabilities (value them by
estimating current annuity purchase rates). lt would be sheer madness to annuitize at interest rates
prevalent at 31Augl12. It would be brilliant to value the liabilities as if you had annuitized without
actually suffering the financial pain of doing so.

This allows Canada Life to demonstrate that the surplus has vanished, discharge the partial wind-up, and
then wait for interest rates to rise. When that happens, the estimated annuity purchase rates drop, the
value of the liabilities drop in lock-step, and the surplus reappears. However, that surplus is now in the
ongoing Plan and members have ceded future ownership of that surplus to Canada Life under the terms
of the original settlement.

| stand by my earlier statement that plan'members would not support any of this.

Respectfully,

Fred ). Taggart
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This is Exhibit "B" referred to inthe " |
affidavit of Antheny Guindon :

sworm before me, this 120
day of March, 2013
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Clio . Godleawitsch
Sromg Bruce Tushingham <btushingham@rocketmail.com>
Sent: March-11-13 9:58 AM
Te: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action; dan. andeison@sympauco ca;
CLPENS@rogers.com; Clio M. Godkewitsch
Subjec March 11 court submission re CLA pension windup surplus with attachments
Attachiments CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus

2013-03-11(1).pdf; CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf

As amember of the CLA partial windup group I am submitting the following email and the two attached
documents to formally express our concern for the proposed settlement and amendments, the disappearance of
98% of our surplus and for the total and complete lack of information concerning any and all aspects of the
class action.

I am part of an email group that has been informally discussing the drastic, incomprehensible and rapid
reduction in the available funds in the surplus and the surprising communication silence from all parties
nvolved.

Because of a shared concern about the poor communications and lack of information, one of the pension
members in that email group (Dan Anderson, not in the windup group) has been pressing for additional
information and has prepared the following two attachments that reflect our concerns and questions that need to
be addressed if the interests of the partial windup group are to be given any consideration.

The silence of both GWL and the lawyers representing us is baffling. Surly GWL owes their former employees
who have toiled for many years to the company’s benefit an explanation conceming the how and why the
surplus funds were lost. The lawyers representing our group have made millions of dollars from our group but
they too have not taken the initiative to ensure that important information was made available to plan members.

The members of the windup group where told that 98% of our surplus has disappeared but were not given any
details to the why and the how. Many complex topics have been broken down so that the layman can
understand. Books on the general theory of relativity or quantum mechanics of been published and newspaper
articles have been written. These were written because someone cared or had an interest in proving the details
so that everyone could understand. Yet GWL and Koskie Minsky have not provided a sufficiently meaningful
explanation. Cleary GWL does not care about the former Canada Life employees and Koskie Minsky don’t
care about their current clients. Their interests appear to be only of a monetary nature.

We demand that pension members be told what really happened and not only in simplistic terms that everyone
can understand, but also so that they have an opportunity to establish a more in depth understanding and an
opportunity to collectively ask questions and see/hear the answers, including the following sorts of questions:
Why were other pension groups not affected? Why were we told during the height of the recession that our
money was safe and secure but then it disappears when the economy recovers? Why was the value of the
surplus stable for 7 + years and then reduced to a tiny fraction of its original amount within months? Asa
minimum, the sort of information and insights contained in the attached documents should be distributed by
email to as many class action members as possible in advance of secking further responses from class action
members and deciding how to proceed.

Under the current circumstances, it is important for the various parties to 1dent1fy and understand the
advantages and disadvantages of windup members retaining our right to a share of distributable surplus within
the segregated pension fund, rather than all of us being forced to cash in our rights when the reported surplus is
misleadingly reported as almost disappeared.
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CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus 2013-03-11.pdf

March 10, 2013 [also see March 11 eddendum atiached below, and misc. revision in red]

CLA Windup Surplus
Maturs and Adecuscy of Proposed Settlement Amendments

Rationale for Retaining Rights to Distributable Surplus
in Segregated Windup Pension Fund

With regards to the proposed amendments to the settlement agreement, two key
considerations are the nature and adequacy of the proposed amendments.

The Court-approved Feb 2013 communications to CLA class action members indicate that the
purpose of the amendments is to address the "changed economic circumstances". That same
communication seems to state incorrectly: "the drop in the estimated integration PWU surplus
is a regrettable consequence of economic circumstances beyond the control of the parties”.

In fact, the surplus decline appears to be primarily as a result of the CLA windup pension fund
management unilaterally (supposedly with the knowledge and/or influence of GWL
representatives, but without the awareness of CLA windup members and their representatives),
taking an aggressive duration-structure investment policy that was inconsistent with the
duration structure of the liabilities and which guaranteed in the interim a dramatic drop in
surplus if interest rates fell, while holding that asset position with the expectation of a highly-
leveraged increase to surplus if and when interest rates increase.

The GWL representatives are positioning themselves to have potentially 100% of the financial
recovery that is anticipated by such an investment policy, while compelling the CLA windup
members to cash in their right to a share of distributable surplus in advance of such a financial

recovery.

The attached draft pdf report ("CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf")
provides an indication of the primary components for the surplus drop from 2006 to Aug. 31,
2012. The CLA windup fund surplus is shown as dropping from $103 million at 2006 yearend, to
a guesstimated $54 million at June 30, 2011, to $2.6 million at Aug. 31, 2012.

The estimated effect of the proposed amendments appears to be an offsetting amount of only
$5.3 million {i.e. 2.6+0.8+0.5+0.2+1.2), leaving a substantial shortfall relative to the surplus
drop, and more specifically a substantial shortfall relative to the portion of the drop that would
be due to the adverse effects of the pension funds' unilateral investment policies.
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The proposed amendments should provide much greater latitude for CLA windup members to
participate in the eventual financial recovery that has been assumed by the structure of the
fund's ongoing investment policy.

The comments below provide a framework that helps to ciarify some of the considerations,
although it is presented as a comparison between the CLA windup group and the Indago-
Pelican-Adason groups.

An alternative approach that could be incorporated into the proposed amendments is outlined
at the end of the commentary below, in place of the proposed one-time surplus adjustment at
Dec 2014 and the cap on the subsequent financial recoveries.

March 10, 2013
To: Canadalifers and CLPENS represeatatives
re: Comparing CLA and IPA (Indago-Pelican-Adason)

During the March 5 phone discussion with KM lawyers, they confirmed the understanding that
the amount of distributable surplus for the Indago and Pelican groups has been very stable
(from 2006 to 2012), compared to the dramatic decline in the distributable surplus for the CLA
windup group. The Feh 2013 letter from the CLPENS representatives also refers to the Adason
group and seems to indicate that the Adason group's surplus has also been relatively stable.

However, the above reference to distributable surplus is really an apples and oranges
comparison because of the different circumstances for the two groups, as will be illustrated by
the comparison commentary below.

it seems worthwhile to understand why the CLA experience appears to be so much different
from Indago etc.

But it is also worthwhile to understand that in fact the IPA (Indago-Pelican-Adason) members
are probably in pretty much the same ot worse financial situation relative to the windup group
prior to the settlement date, setting aside for now any presumption that the IPA members
would have made different investment decisions in the time period from 2006 to 2012, but in
the context of those CLA investment policies, but the proposal to now force the CLA windup
mernbers to cash in their proportionate entitlement to distributable surplus, would seem to put
the CLA windup members in a worse position.
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furthermora, i vou take the time to read and understand the foliowing comparison of the
CLA and IPA circumsiances, it provides a reference framewaork that should help to clarify
sore key considerations from the perspeciive that, although a final agreament on approach
should be established ASAP and the legal costs should siop, the CLA windup group mermbers
should not it be compeiled to cash out their right to a proportionate share of the surplus
now, when the surplus has dipped so low (as a result of the pension fund's speculative
nvestment policy that guaranteed losses for CLA windup memibers if interest rates fell and
now guaranices gains for GWL if interest rates eventually rise]. Cashing outihe rightto
surstus now implies effectively losing access io almost all of that potential future financial
recovery that is presumed by the fund's investment pelicy {and it seems inadequate to not
only allow orly one point in time, Dec 2014, to allow for a token sharing in recavery that may
or may not happen by then, but to also arbitrarily cap any recovery that happens to occur).

Now, let's look at a comparison of the CLA windup members and the IPA terminated members.

The commentary below will be referring to only the comparison group of CLA and IPA members
described herein, even though the respective groups might sometimes be referred to more
generally as CLA members, IPA members, CLA windup members, IPA terminated members, etc.

CLA windup members were entitled to a share of their pension fund's surplus because they
were designated as a partial windup group. No cash could be taken out of the fund until the
windup process allowed that to happen. Assume for this comparison that none of those
members were past their retirement date and none of them took a commuted value {very few
did). In other words, prior to a surplus payment at the final settlement date, no cash left the

pension fund.

The IPA terminated members will be receiving a share of their respective pension funds'
surplus, even though those terminated members have not been formally designated as a partial
windup group. Assume for this comparison that all of those IPA members took a commuted
value prior to 2006 {apparently the vast majority of those members did take their money out of
the fund). In other words, at least seven years prior to receiving a final surplus-settlement
payment, all of the cash associated with the commuted value of their liabilities would have
already been paid out of the fund.

Also assume, for an apples to apples comparison, that the IPA members are going to have a
personal objective of using their commuted values to generate approximately the same pension
benefit stream that they would have had with Canada Life, and they will hire someone to do
the same asset and liability calculations (using windup valuation assumptions) that would be
done by a pension fund, with a determination of the surplus or deficit position. When they first
do that calculation as at 2006 yearend, they would see they were already in a deficit position
relative to the assets in their possession because the commuted value they received was less
than the windup value of the pension, although that shortfall in the commuted value payment
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would supposedly be part of the 'surplus’ they would now be collectively entitled to at the final
settlement date.

For simplicity, assume that we are comparing a set of CLA and IPA members where each group
had the same pension entitlements, and therefore would have the same total present value of
pension liabilities at each point in time from 2006 to 2012. Also assume that the total assets
associated with those liabilities was the same as at 2006 yearend, implying the same total
"surplus” associated with the liabilities.

Also assume that from 2006 to 2012 the IPA merbers invested their commuted values in
axactly the same way that the CLA windup investment managers invested the CLA windup
pension funds, taking a risk position to beneiit if and wheh interest rates rise {while incuriing
a not-yvet-realized loss if interest rates first fall lower). The IPA members had no fiduciary
responsibility to 'protect’ their own financial position by purchasing assets that were consistent
with the structure of the pension liabilities, and so we might assume for this comparison they
took the same financial risks taken by CLA investment managers with the hope that interest
rates would eventually increase. '

Then from 2006 to 2012 the total asset, liability and "surplus” values would be the same for the
IPA and the CLA groups. '

For the IPA members, however, the "surplus” (difference between total assets and total
liabilities) is divided into two components: a) the pension fund or fund owner would hold a
relatively larger positive surplus component which at 2006 vearend was equal to the total net
surplus plus the effect of the original commuted value shortfall, while b) the IPA member would
hold an increasingly negative component that starts out 2006 yearend as the shortfall in the
commuted value payout and increases with time as interest rates fall, liability values increase
and the duration-mismatched assets are not able to increase in value to offset the increase in

the present value of the liabilities.

There seem to be at least three notable ohservations from the above comparison of IPA and
CLA groups: . ’

A. ldentical assets, liabilities and surplus associated with the IPA and CLA groups

With the above simplified assumptions {for comparison purposes), we would see that from
2006 to 2012 those comparative CLA and IPA groups would be associated with jdentical] asset,
liability and surplus values, in aggregate, but only if you look at the combined results regardless
of who is holding the assets and making investment decisions and who is entitled to what
proportion of the difference between the asset and liability values before and after the
settlement date.
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Diferences in the prosorijonate ownership claims on the “surplus” up o the settlement
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In this regards the IPA members would seem to actually be worse off (before considering the
issue of what happens after the settlement date).

For CLA windup members, GWL's proportionate ownership of surplus up to 2012 year-end
would apply to the total net surplus, such that GWL would in effect be participating in the
adverse effects of the pension fund's investment decisions, although CLA windup members
would also be proportionately impacted by the investment decision even though the CLA
windup members had no say in the decision to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the

long-term nature of the liabilities.

Eor the IPA members, however, GWL representatives would claim no ownership of the
increasingly negative "surplus" held by the IPA member, but would likely claim a full
proportionate ownership of the inflated positive surplus that is not in the hands of the IPA
member.

In this regard, the IPA members would seem to be financially worse off relative to CLA
windup members (before considering the issue of what happens after the settlement date)
primarily because for the IPA financials, GWL would ot be participating at all in the negative
impact on surplus of the 2006-2012 investment decisions (i.e. where the market value of the
assets is not increasing on a consistent basis relative to the increase in the present value of the
liabilities), although this non-participation by GWL is consistent with the fact the GWL is not
party to those IPA investment decisions to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the
Jong-term nature of the liabilities. '

Now consider in item C below what happens after the settlement date

C. Differences in proportionate ownership of expected financial recovery after the
settlement date.

The CLA windup pension fund's investment policy since 2008 appears to be predicated on the
gamble that interest rates would eventually rise. That investment policy guaranteed a huge
drop in surplus as interest rates declined further. For this comparison we have assumed that
IPA members have followed the same investment palicy. FWIW, individuals would probably be
reluctant to invest in long term bornds when interest rates are at historical lows.

So such losses have occurred up to the present and may persist to the expected settlement
date of Dec 2013.

The comparison of CLA windup members and IPA terminated members changes after the
settlement date.
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The IPA members would have taken all of the investment policy surplus hits prior to the
settlement date, and will get 100% of the financial recovery that is expected by that investment
policy to eventually occur after the settlement date.

However, for the CLA windup members, although they are taking a large portion of the
investment policy surplus hit prior to the settlement date (rather than 100% of that hit), they
may end up with 0% of the financial recovery that is expected by the investment policy to
eventually occur after the settlement date.

As noted ahove for CLA windup members, being forced to cash out their right to distributable
surplus now, when surplus has hit a low point, is likely to imply losing access to almost all of
the eventual financial recovery that has been expected by the aggressive short-duration asset
structure of the 2008-2012 investment policy. It seems insufficient to allow only one peint in
time, Dec 2014, for a token sharing in recovery that may or may not happen by then, and to
also arbitrerily cap any recovery that may occur.

Individuals with a sizable stake in the windup group might argue for the following alternative:
Retain Rights to Distributable Surplus, in Segregated Windup Pension Fund

a) Agreement on % share of surplus. Stop the legal expenses and recognize that the
main result of the legal action has been to establish an agreement on the proportionate
share of the surplus in the windup group segregated fund (along with the effect of the
proposed amendments). The settlement date, which could be as at Dec 2011 or Dec
2012 would be primarily for the purpose of finalizing those % shares.

b) Continue to segregate the windup pension plan. Because of the inappropriate
investment mix that has been positioned to produce leveraged gains only when interest
rates rise, the windup fund should continue to be segregated until there is a reasonable
opportunity for the surplus to be restored (excluding of course any additional pension
contributions that GWL might make ... which seems unlikely anyway), '

¢) Individuals decide when to cash out their % share. Rather than being forced to cash
out your share of the surplus when things are so bad, individuals would retain their
proportionate interest in the surplus as it rebuilds in the fund, and every year or every 3
years when the fund would be revalued anyway for ongoing reporting, individuals would
have the option to take out their share of the surplus, with this option staying in effect
subject to a mandatory payout after, say, 9 years {or longer) if no election was made
prior to that point. -
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d} Gwi gets to withdraw surglus only as individuals cash cui their % share. CLA
windup members would benefit from the fact that GWL also retains a financial interest
in the surplus in the fund because GWL they would only be able to remove a portion of
that surplus as individuals

2} How can this approach be implemented without unnecessary complications and
expense? The real value in this approach is individuals retaining the option of deciding
when to cash out, and retaining that option for an extended period of time. The %
shares of the distributable surplus would not have to change over time other than to
recognize that distributable surplus would itself be proportionately smaller as others
have taken out their share. There is no need to complicate the process by making an
argument that individual % shares change as individuals age relative to their retirement

date.

Addendum - March 11, 2013

One Additional Consideration - An Offset to Potential mpact on Future Inflation Adjustments

This is an ancillary consideration that might affect only some pension members, and not the
primary financial rationale for retaining rights to distributable surplus in a segregated windup
pension fund.

For some pension members there appears to be one additional compelling reason for the
above approach, and that is in the context of anomalies in the CLA pension plan restrictions on
future inflation protection. The comments below try to address this issue, after first trying to
clarify the context. Retaining a right to the distributable surplus percentage in a segregated
windup fund could help to provide windup members with a financial offset to potential future
losses to inflation protection. Non-windup pension members would not have the benefit of
that sort of offset, but would be protected from any related distortions that might result from
combining the assets of the ongoing pension fund and the segregated pension fund.

The above March 10 commentary takes into account the fact that pension fund investment
managers cannot manage assets without considering the duration structure of the
corresponding liabilities, and when interest rates change, the financial effect on the market
value of the assets is meaningless without also considering the financial effect on the market
value of the liabilities. ‘

For similar reasons, measures of the "rate of return” on the assets can be meaningless and
misleading by themselves, since such rates are directly affected by the market value of the
assets but take no account of the market value of the liabilities.
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However, the CLA pension plan provides that some pension members will lose out on some of
their inflation protection if the cumulative rate of return on the assets in the plan AS
MEASURED FROM THEIR RETIREMENT DATE is less than the cumulative inflation from their

retirement date.

Now, CLA's investment policy in the segregated windup pension fund (2006 to present) has
apparently been set up to guarantee surplus losses if interest rates fall {despite the increase to
asset market values), under a presumption that interest rates will be increasing.

If interest rates now do increase, the bond market values will drop and that would negatively
impact the rate of return on the assets for that time period, even though surplus would be
increasing because of an even greater decrease in the market value of the liabilities (i.e. the

reverse of what happened 2008-2012).

i¥ windup members are compelled to prematurely cash in their rights to a percentage share in
distributable surplus, they would not only lose out on participating in the recovery of that
surplus value, but at the same time may also find that they will lose out on some of their
pension inflation protection.
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Pariial Windup Groun's Segragated Pension Fund Surplus

See commentary in notes below the summary.

- CLPENS split? -

{$ millions}

Start of Period

| 20061231 | 2008-12-31 2011-06-30 | 2008-12-31 | 2011-12-31 | 2006-12-31

2 years 2yr, 6 mo 6 mo 3 years 8 months 5 yrs, 8 mo
Starting surplus 1034 71.8 71.8 11.3 1034
Revision to est. windup expenses: } B
a) expense paid (*2) 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0
b) revised est future pay't (*2) -9.8 n -10.8 -12.7 -12.7
¢} deduct starting estimate (¥2) 2.8 - 5.8 10.8 2.8
net change in est. expense -7.0 0.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.9 -9.9
Interest on surplus 15.8 7.8 1.6 8.5 0.2 255
Surplus transfers (*1) 0.0 0.0 6.1 6.1 6.1
Srimary surplus changes -split? -
1. Net MV changes (*3) to:
a) MV adj liabilities 5.7 -11.2 -51.2 -62.4 -5.2 61.9
b) MV adj supporting assets =233 73 15 8.7 0.0 -14.6
Met MV adjustment >> " -17.6 -4.0 ©-49.8 -53.7 5.2 -76.5
2. 'Gain’ from individuals taking lump-
sum payouts (*4):
a) realized 'gain’ on payouts 0.0 7.7 1.3 9.0
b) revised expected future gains see ¥4 see *4 0.0
¢} deduct prior expectation -25.4 -29.5 -3.1 -58.0
Net 'gain’ from payouts >> -25.4 -21.8 - 0.0 -21.8 -1.8 -49.0
Balance 2.6 0.0 -0.9 0.4 0.0 3.0
Ending surplus 718 54.0 10.0 11.3 2.6 2.6
End of Period 2008-12-31 2011-06-30 2011-12-31 2011-12-31 2012-08-31 2012-08-31
er surplus L. pg 5 of
pg 12 of :’Sﬁmatz | pet2of | 2012101
- 2008ye valn 2011 ye valn | trnsfr report
Data Sources >> v CLPENS~ Y : PO combined
; report letter report 2. Amy info
Sept 2009 Sept 2012) | 2012-10-
(sept 2009) (May 2012) | °%F ) (*;) 03

*1 - the surplus transfers relate to revised surplus allocations, relative to the non-windup
group, per various data changes regarding the original split of the liabilities between both groups.

%3 _ The total cumulative windup expenses (also called settlement expenses) to be paid at time of the
settlement for legal, administrative, actuarial and communications costs, including interest, increased
from an expected value prior to 2006 YE of $4.7 million (already deducted from the starting surplus) to
an expected level as at Aug 31, 2012 of $12.7 million. Apparently the current expected level as at March
2013 is $13.7 miliion. This would be in addition to whatever expenses might have already been paid

but not identified explicitly in the surplus movements?

*3 .MV {market value) changes would be expected here to generally net to zero, except to the

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xlsx

*27
*2

*4
*4
*4

1of2.
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exient that the investment policy took a gamble on either the equity markets (pre-2008) or
(post-2008) invested in bonds that had an average remaining term significantly shorter than the
average term of the liabilties, hoping for a net gain if interest rates increased but guaranteeing
substantial leveraged market value losses {i.e. MV of Jiabilities would increase without a
corresponding increase to the supporting assets) if interest rates fell, which is what happened.

*43 - Notably, the approach of a collective 'gain’ from lump sum payouts seems unreasonable in the
context of the windup aliocations, although one could argue in this case that the other windup group
members may not in fact have have profited from that windfall gain, to the extent that the fund
management's investment policies have more than wiped out such potential ‘gains'?

*4b - For this lump-sum (commuted values) category of profits, it is the net of these two numbers
that matters here. To make it easier to tie back to the reports (and due to a lack of sufficient info}
the numbers do not respectively represent the full revised amount of surplus from commuted value
payouts and the full original expectation of such profits.

The following would be a more complete presentation of this item:

2. 'Gain" from {nleduaIs taking lump- 2years 2yr, 6 mo 6 mo 3 years 8 months 5yrs, 8 mo
sum payouts {*4):
a) realized 'gain’ on payouts 0.0 7.7 13 3.0
b) revised expected future gains 32.6 3.1 0.0 0.0 *4
c) deduct prior expectation -58.0 L3286 -3.1 -58.0 *4
-25.4 -20.8 -1.0 -21.8 -1.8 -49.0

So it appears that there was an expected 'gain’ of $58 million as part of the surplus estimate, and
the result was a gain of only $9 million. A rather illusory notion of a questionable form of surplus.

*4¢ - The 8 month estimate (Dec 2011 to Aug 31 2012) for the adjustment to the 'gain’ from individuals
taking lump sum cashouts is apparently based on the 2012-10-09 memo noted above (i.e. the
difference between the ending surpluses of 5.7 and 2.6), but might also be some conservatism in the
overall estimated surplus provided by the negotiating team. Nevertheless, the figure has been used to
estimate back to 2006YE what the estimated gain was expected to be from individuals taking lump sum
payouts. ’

*5 . For the 8 months ending Aug 31, 2012 the surplus reconciliation in the 2012-10-11 transfer
document seems inconsistent with (and misleading relative to) the approach taken in the prior years’
valuation reports. For example, instead of identifying interest on surplus, it shows a much higher
amount for interest on liabilities instead, which results in an apples and oranges comparison in the
analysis. Also (in addition see the comments for *4c. The presentation also raises the question
whether "interest.on pending expense reimbursement” which is disclosed in this document is not
disclosed in the the other surplus movements ??

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xIsx 20f2
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This is Exhibit "C" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon
sworn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013




From: anne_carey@rogers.com

Sent: March-12-13 12:42 AM

Ta: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Ce: anne_carey@rogers.com

Subject: Re: Objection to Amendment of Canada Life Class Action.

typo......diminishment..... of Settlement Proceeds....sorry.
—- On Tue, 3/12/13, anne_carey@rogers.com <arne_carey@rogers.com> wrote:

From: anne_carey@rogers.com <anne_carey(@rogers.com>
Subject: Objection to Amendment of Canada Life Class Action.
To: canadalifeclass@kmlaw.ca

Cc: anne_carey(@rogers.com

Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2013, 4:38 AM

To the attention of the Honourable Justice Perrell.

As a member of the Integration PWU Group, | am writing further to the letter dated February 15, 2013 which | received
from Koskie Minsky LLP.

I wish to strongly and wholeheartedly oppose any approval of the proposed amendment by your Honour on Monday,
iarch 18, 2013, on grounds that include the following points:

" First of all, procedufally speaking, after 18 months of "radio silence” from Class Counsel, | suddenly received this
letter giving me two weeks to get my objections in to you in preparation for the upcoming hearing, which | believe as a
timeline or notice period as neither fair nor reasonable.

With respect to the substance of the matter, | think it is necessary to empathize as strongly as possible that the resolution '
which is being presented at this time does not constitute a minor change or "amendment”, but rather represents a virtual
recind of everything that was proposed as late at 2011, when we were asked to agree on the settlement proposed.
Specifically, It had been previous confirmed in written communication that | was entitled to approximatley $38,000.00 of
surplus, at this point, the "amendment" is offering me a meagre $1,000.00 in lieu of this $38,000.00, and others | know
stand to loose upwards of $57,000 to $98,000.00.

Class Counsel and the CLPENS representatives, had "strongly” advised me in writing to accept the original
Settlement, never once informing me of the possibility of such a fundamently dramatic decline. This very amendment
itself speaks to the fact that there is no guarantee of the meagre $1,000.00. ever being paid.

Therefore, | appeal to your Honour, not to approve this amendment proposal by Canada Life and Koskie Minsky LLP. or
at least not until such fime as | and the rest of my colleagues in the Integration PWU Group, who were downsized (all
3000) of us back in 2002/2003, by Canada Life/Great West Life, have been given the opportunity to meet and

discuss along with the CLPENS representatives, and Class Counsel in order to make a more informed decision.

Indeed, | would also go as far as to request, a full actuarial review of the Settlement given the gross insignificance of the
explanations offered by Canada Life and Class Counsel. "

As an aside comment, in the infancy of establishing the original CLPENS group and up to fime peiod the communication
packages and member voting, annual meetings were conducted as a forum of keeping us informed, however, over the
past 18 months no such opportunity have been offered or afforded us. As a matter of fact there has been "radio
silence” running in tandem with the dimishment of the Settlement proceeds up to and including this latest
communication on the amendment.
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I look forward to the opportunity of being able to present myself and further material to you on the 18th.

Yours very fruly;
Anne Carey

IMPORTANT CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any attachments contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies including from your recycling bin. Any distribution, copying,
disclosure or any other use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal and shali not be considered waiver
of privilege. Thank you for your cooperation in connection with the above.
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This is Exhibit "D" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon
swom before me, this 128
day of March, 2013
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From: Pension Group <clpens@rogers.com:>

Seaini: February-22-13 7:15 AM

To: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Subject: Fw: Re: Recent Developments - CLIO THINKS THAT THIS CANNOT BE TREATED AS
OBJECTION

- On Thu, 2/21/13, Ganh Trueng <okfruong@yaheo.ca> wrote:

From: Qanh Truong <okirnong@yahoo.ca>
Subject: Re: Recent Developments

To: "Pension Group" <clpens@rogers.com>
Date: Thursday, February 21, 2013, 12:04 PM

Dear Sirs, Madams,

Thank you for letting me know.

I understand the difficult economic time, interest rate can effect the surplus.
However, it should not be a main reason to reduce the PWU substantially.

It is Employee's pension plan, our surplus. We already give up already so much.
In my opinion, no matter what we should receive closed to estimated.

My concern is the possible second distribution. Is it going to be 15 millions??
I am going to object to the amendments.
Hopefully the issue will be resolved fairly, reasonable.
Sincerely ,
~ Oanh Emily Truong
416 251 4052

416 816 9955
Oktruong(@yvahoo.ca

On 2013-02-20, at 12:32 PM, "Pension Group" <clpens@rogers.com> wrote:

In case anyone has not received the February 2013 letter from Koskie Minsky LLP, this is to let
you know that their website has been updated to reflect the most Recent Developments
concerning the Surplus Settlement. Copies of the letters sent to affected groups are available
here.
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This is Exhibit "E" referred to in the
affidavit of Antheny Guindon
sworn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013

A Commissioner for taking affidavits, etc.
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Erom: Henry Rachfalowski <Henry_Rachfalowski@manulife.com>
Sent: February-20-13 4:53 PM

To: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Subject: Changes to Settlement

To Whom it May Goncern,

I am opposed to the changes proposed in the undated Notice to Members of the integration Partial Windup (February
2013 on your website). 1 believe that all fees and expenses should be revisited and | believe that the distribution of any
funds should be done on a pro-rata basis.

Henry A. Rachfalowski _

Vice President & Senior Managing Director, Canadian Credit
ianulife Financial

200 Bloor Street East, NT4, B15

Toronto ON M4W 1E5

Bus: 416-852-3773

Fax: 416-852-6333

Exec. Assistant: Deborah Halls (416) 852-4098 x 224098

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY The information contained in this email message and any
attachments may be confidential and legally privileged and is intended for the use of the addressee(s) only. If
you are not an intended recipient, please: (1) notify me immediately by replying to this message; (2) do not use,
disseminate, distribute or reproduce any part of the message or any attachment; and (3) destroy all copies of this
message and any attachments.



485

This is Exhibit " F" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guinden
sworn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013
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dfilipovi@sympatico.ca

March-07-13 10:24 PM

Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

clpens@rogers.com

revised * re. Canada Life Pension Plan: Objections/Comments for hearing of March 18,
2013

wxx Please use this version instead of the one send earlier today. It corrects a date from Feb. 4/13 to Feh. 14/13 ***

The Folfowing leiter is entrusted o Koskis Minsky LLP for filing with ¢he Court in advance of the hearfrig

Obiections / Comments to the amendments to the Settlement for consideration by Ontario Superior Court

While the letter of the law may have been adhered to in “managing” the surplus funds from an estimated $92,954,000 at
June 30, 2005 (Line 33 of the Feb. 6/12 document from Ontario Superior Court) to an estimated $2.6 million at August
31, 2012 (letter of Feb. 14/13 from CLPENS), the Smell Test has been failed, badly.

All the waiving of rights to receive interest (a measly $800G), waiving reimbursement of legal fees (a meager $500G),
foregoing legal fees (a paltry $200G) mentioned in the letter of Feb. 14/13 is much too little, much too late — just
insulting. The parties responsible for the stewardship of these funds should have been exercising sound action years
earlier.

The letter of Feb. 14/13 stated "The drop is the estimated Integration PWU surplus is a regrettable consequence of
economic circumstances beyond the control of the parties.” This hand-washing of any responsibility and utter lack of
accepting accountability is very disappointing.

Based on the atrocious governance of funds by the parties charged with stewardship of the meneys of +2,000 others I
cannot believe that the proposed settlement represents the best possible outcome. I therefore wish to formally object to
the proposed amendments to the Settlement.

Sincerely,
David Filipovich
* Canada Life employee 1989 - 2003
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This is Exhibit "' G" referred to in the
affidavit of Auntheny Guindon
swormmn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013

A Commissioner for taking affidavits, etc.
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Paul Ludzki <pludzki@sympatico.ca>
March-06-13 10:01 PM

Canada Life Main Pension Class Action
Leiter of Objection to Canada Life Class Action Settlement Amendments

CLA Setilement Objection.doc; ATT1818002.txt

S T R T ot
Attachments:

My Letter of Objection to the amended settlement in the Canada Life class action proceedings is attached.
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To Counsel for the Canada Life ex-employees and to the Ontario Superior Court

Re: Canada Life Employees Pension Plan — Class Action Proceedings and Amended Settlement
Proposal

I object to the amended settlement on the grounds that it violates the principle of natural justice. It
rewards Canada Life (Great West Life) for a decade of resistance to paying the employees their share of
the pension surplus, and it penalizes the employees for spending all that time negotiating and
eventually agreeing to a dramatically different settlement than what we are presented with now.

The numbers speak for themselves. During the ten years that have passed since Great West Life spent
$7.4 Billion dollars to buy Canada Life, Great West Life recorded an annual profit of around $2 Billion
per year (more, in most years). All this time the company held on to the estimated $100 Million
pension surplus, resisting ex-employees' claim to it, knowing that the employees are losing years of
opportunity to enjoy their share of the money while the company merrily goes along making money
regardless of what happens to the pension surplus. Finally a settlement is reached, on the basis of
which the ex-employees are given an estimated payout which sounds significant, so we agree to the
settlement. However the settlement is engineered so that the wealthy insurance company doesn't
simply pay the settlement amount to the employees, but rather it is “required” to ask other insurance
companies to provide annuities to the plaintiffs. Lo and behold, these other insurance companies
decline to do so, and Great West/Canada Life, after counting another $2+ billion dollar profit in the
ensuing year, is able to plead poverty and an inability to pay out even the half of the $100M surplus it
had settled for, instead declaring that it is now only able to pay 3% of the original surplus, on the basis
of “a change in the prescribed actuarial assumptions” and the fact that a lot of the ex-employees
selected one of the pension options they were offered by the company (which pensions, incidentally,
have been frozen for 10 years because of the company's intransigence and preference for legal
manoeuvring.)

Great West Life (Canada Life) can easily afford to pay the amounts that were estimated in the original
settlement proposal. Hiding the surplus back inside the ongoing pension plan does not change that fact.
Neither do “difficult economic circumstances” change that fact. (At $2+ Billion profit per year, Great
West Life is clearly not suffering from difficult economic circumstances.)

The plaintiffs and their lawyers should not accept this settlement and the court should not enforce it.
The court should enforce a payout in line with the numbers that were presented to the ex-employees
when the settlement was first proposed. Anything less is a violation of the trust and goodwill expressed
at the time by the employees, and a perversion of the settlement agreement which only benefits the
company.

Paul Ludzki

43 Lawrence Ave. W.,

Toronto, ON M5M 1A3

Canada Life employee 1994-2004
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This is Exhibit ""H'* referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guinden
sworn before me, this 12%
day of March, 2013




Cpepmran
FOR

Janice Durst <janicedurst@rogers.com>
March-11-13 11:46 PM

Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Hearing Scheduled for March 18, 2013 / Objection being filed
CL Class Action - letter to Koskie Minsky - Mar 11 "13.doc

faly
SEH
T
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March 11, 2013 Fmail to: canadalifeclass@kmliaw.ca

Koskie Minsky LLP, Barristers & Solicitors
20 Queen Street West, Suite 500, Box 52,
Toronto, ON M5H3R3

Re: Canada Life Class Action / hearing scheduled for March 18, 2013
Attn: The Right Honourable Justice Perell

1 am submitting this objection to approval of the Amended Settlement (that had originally been approved by the court on
January 27", 2012) at March 18, 2013 based on the fact that we, the Class Members, have been given neither sufficient
time to review and properly assess the details and understand the immediate and longer term impacts of the proposed
amendments, nor the means to meet and collaborate with fellow Members of the Class.

There has been a rather lengthy period during which we, the Class Members, have had no opportunity to commune. The
last AGM for Class Members was, to the best of my knowledge, held in November 18™, 2009. Given the complexity of
this matter, it would have been expected that the CLPENS Exec would have arranged a current opportunity for the Class
Members to meet, in light of the fact that they have the means to contact and bring this group together.

T advised Koskie Minsky on February 25%, 2013 that I felt there was material that we should be able to review, and was
told by Koskie Minsky on February.26™ that “It is anticipated that there will be material filed with the Court in advance
of the March 18 hearing, by both Canada Life and the Plaintiffs, which will explain and substantiate the drop in surplus.
This may include both affidavit evidence and actuarial reports.” [Italics mine.] On March 481 received an email
indicating that “we have posted some information on our website related to a motion last September which describes
and explains the drop in surplus, which you will find useful”. This material does not include the original actuarial
assessment against which the change in value might be assessed.

Given the fact that ] am today being told that the share of the Surplus attributable to me personally is potentially $1,000
when I was advised in writing just two years ago that the amount was assessed at $57,849 [which I was strongly urged by
CLPENS to accept and agree to], you can appreciate that I require more than one week’s time to attempt to gather the
additional requisite data to carry out a full assessment of this matter and to secure professional counsel.

Thank you for your consideration. I will be attending the hearing on Monday, March 18%,

Sincerely,

Janice M. Durst,
147 Milverton Blvd.,
Toronto, ON M4J 1V2



This is Exhikit 1" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guinden
sworn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013

A Commissioner for taking affidavits, etc.
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Fromn k heywood <kheywood2003@yahoo.ca>

i March-11-13 3:16 PM
Canada Life Main Pension Class Action
dan.anderson@sympatico.ca

hmenis: CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distr.pdf; CLA pension surplus
2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf :
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Based on the information that the windup group has received, and the disappearing surplus, | would
want to retain the rights to distributable surplus, in segregated pension windup fund and for GWL. to
provide more latitude than appears in the current agreement. With respect to the surplus, | do not
want to support the proposed amended agreement which cashes out your interest in the distributable
surplus as at Dec 2013 with revisions at Dec 2014. My preference is to have a longer-term
opportunity to share in what is expected to be a higher level of distributable surplus in the future. As a
member of the partial wind up group, the dramatic decline in the surplus should be more fully
explained in plain english by GWL as well as the actions to improve these investments and improving
what appears to be insufficient information for CLPENS to take actions to prevent the surplus decline.

| have attached two supporting documents prepared by Dan Anderson. The attached commentary
document 'CLA pension surplus amendments' includes a 2013-02-11 addemdum. | would rather see
an approach described as "retaining rights ro distributable surplus, in segregated pension winup
fund" as indentified in this document. The 2013-03-11 addendum addresses the ancillary
consideration of offsetting the potential negative impacts on future inflation protection. The second
document, summarizes the component parts for the 2006-2011 surplus changes, with related
commeniary.

| will likely not be able to attend on March 18.

Sincerely,
Karen Heywood



495

CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus 2013—03-1i.pd1‘

March 10, 2013 [also see ffiarch 12 oddendum attached below, and misc, revision in red]

CLA Windup Surplus
Mature and Adeauacy of Prapesed Settlement Amendiments

Rationale for Retaining Rights to Distributable Surplus
in Segregated Windup Pansion Fund

With regards to the proposed amendments to the settlement agreement, two key
considerations are the nature and adequacy of the proposed amendments.

The Court-approved Feb 2013 communications to CLA class action members indicate that the
purpose of the amendments is to address the "changed economic circumstances”. That same
communication seems to state incorrectly: "the drop in the estimated integration PWU surplus
is a regrettahle consequence of economic circumstances beyond the control of the parties”.

In fact, the surplus decline appears to be primarily as a result of the CLA windup pension fund
management unilaterally {supposedly with the knowledge and/or influence of GWL
representatives, but without the awareness of CLA windup members and their representatives),
taking an aggressive duration-structure investment policy that was inconsistent with the
duration structure of the liabilities and which guaranteed in the interim a dramatic drop in
surplus if interest rates fell, while holding that asset position with the expectation of a highly-
leveraged increase to surplus if and when interest rates increase.

The GWL representatives are positioning themselves to have potentially 100% of the financial
recovery that is anticipated by such an investment policy, while compelling the CLA windup
members to cash in their right to a share of distributable surplus in advance of such a financial

recovery.

The attached draft pdf report {"CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf")
provides an indication of the primary components for the surplus drop from 2006 to Aug. 31,
2012. The CLA windup fund surplus is shown as dropping from $103 million at 2006 yearend, to
a guesstimated $54 million at June 30, 2011, to 52.6 million at Aug. 31, 2012,

The estimated effect of the proposed amendments appears to be an offsetting amount of only
$5.3 million (i.e. 2.6+0.8+0.5+0.2+1.2), leaving a substantial shortfall relative to the surplus
drop, and more specifically a substantial shortfall relative to the portion of the drep that would
be due to the adverse effects of the pension funds' unilateral investment policies.
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The proposed amendments should provide much greater latitude for CLA windup members to
participate in the eventual financial recovery that has been assumed by the structure of the

fund’s ongoing investment policy.

The comments below provide a framework that helps to clarify some of the considerations,
although it is presented as a comparison between the CLA windup group and the Indago-

Pelican-Adason groups.

An alternative approach that could be incorporated into the proposed amendmenits is outlined
at the end of the commentary below, in place of the proposed one-time surplus adjustment at
Dec 2014 and the cap on the subsequent financial recoveries.

parch 10, 2013
To: Canadalifers and CLPENS representatives
re: Comparing CLA and IPA (indago-Pelican-Adason)

During the March 5 phone discussion with KM lawyers, they confirmed the understanding that
the amount of distributable surplus for the Indago and Pelican groups has been very stable
(from 2006 to 2012}, compared to the dramatic decline in the distributable surplus for the CLA
windup group. The Feb 2013 letter from the CLPENS representatives also refers to the Adason
group and seems to indicate that the Adason group's surplus has also been relatively stable.

However, the above reference to distributable surplus is really an apples and oranges
comparison because of the different circumstances for the two groups, as will be illustrated by
the comparison commentary below.

It seems worthwhile to understand Why the CLA experience appears to be so much different
from Indago etc.

But it is also worthwhile to understand that in fact the IPA (Indago-Pelican-Adason) members
are probably in pretty much the same or worse financial situation relative to the windup group
prior to the settlement date, setting aside for now any presumption that the IPA members
would have made different investment decisions in the time period from 2006 to 2012, butin
the context of those CLA investment policies, but the proposal to now force the CLA windup

" merbers to cash in their proportionate entitlement to distributable surplus, would seem to put
the CLA windup members in a worse position.
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Furthermore, If vou take the time %o read and undersiand the following eomparison of the
CLA and [PA drcumsiances, it provides s reference framework that should help to clorify
some kav consideraiions from the perspective that, , aithough a final agreement on approach
should be astablished ASAPR znd the legal costs should stop, the CLA windup group members
should not all be compell ed o cash out their vight to a proportionate share of the surplus
now, when the surplus has dippad so low {as a result of the pension fund's specuiative
iavestment policy that guarantead lesses for CLA windup members If Interest rates fell and
nove guarantees gains for GWL i¥ interest rates eveniua v rise). Lashing out the rightto
surplus now implies effectively losing access to almest all of that potential future financial
recavery that is presumned hy the fund’s investment policy (and it seams inadequate to not
saly allow anly one peoint in time, Dec 2014, to allow for a token sharing in recavery that may
or may not happen by then, but to also arbitrarily cap any recovery that happens to occur).

Now, let's look at a comparison of the CLA windup members and the IPA terminated members.

The commentary below will be referring to only the comparison group of CLA and IPA members
described herein, even though the respective groups might sometimes be referred to more
generally as CLAmembers, IPA members, CLA windup members, IPA terminated members, etc.

CLA windup members were entitled to a share of their pension fund's surplus because they
were designated as a partial windup group. No cash could be taken out of the fund until the
windup process allowed that to happen. Assume for this comparison that none of those
members were past their retirement date and none of them took a commuted value (very few
did). In other words, prior to a surplus payment at the final settlement date, no cash left the
pension fund.

The IPA teriminated members will be receiving a share of their respective pension funds'
surplus, even though those terminated members have not been formally designated as a partial
windup group. Assume for this comparison that all of those IPA members took a commuted
value prior to 2006 (apparently the vast majority of those members did take their money out of
the fund). In other words, at least seven years prior o receiving a final surplus-settlement
payment, all of the cash associated with the commuted value of their liabilities would have
already been paid out of the fund.

Also assume, for an apples to apples comparison, that the IPA members are going to havea
personal objective of using their commuted values to generate approximately the same pension
benefit stream that they would have had with Canada Life, and they will hire someone to do
the same asset and liability calculations {using windup valuation assumptions) that would be
done by a pension fund, with a determination of the surplus or deficit position. When they first
do that calculation as at 2006 yearend, they would see they were already in a deficit position
relative to the assets in their possession because the commuted value they received was less
than the windup value of the pension, although that-shortfall in the commuted value payment
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would supposedly be part of the 'surplus’ they would now be coltectively entitled to at the final
settlement date.

For simplicity, assume that we are comparing a set of CLA and iPA members where each group
had the same pension entitlements, and therefore would have the same total present value of
pension liabilities at each point in time from 2006 to 2012. Also assume that the total assets
associated with those liabilities was the same as at 2006 yearend, implying the same total
"surplus” associated with the liabilities.

Alse assume that from 2006 to 2012 the IPA members Invested their eammuted values in
axacily the same way that the CLA windup investment managers invested the CLA windup
senston funds, taking a risk position to benefit if and when interest rates rise {while incurring
a not-vet-realized loss if interest rates first fall lower). The IPA members had no fiduciary
responsibility to 'protect’ their own financial position by purchasing assets that were consistent
with the structure of the pension liabilities, and so we might assume for this comparison they
o0k the same financial risks taken by CLA investment managers with the hope that interest
rates would eventually increase.

Then from 2006 to 2012 the total asset, liability and "surplus” values would be the same for the
IPA and the CLA groups.

For the IPA members, however, the "surplus” (difference between total assets and total
lfabilities) is divided into two components: a) the pension fund or fund owner would hold a
relatively larger positive surplus component which at 2006 yearend was equal to the total net
surplus plus the effect of the original commuted value shortfall, while b) the IPA member would
hold an increasingly negative component that starts out 2006 yearend as the shortfall in the
commuted value payout and increases with time as interest rates fall, liability values increase
and the duration-mismatched assets are not able to increase in value to offset the increase in
the present value of the liabilities.

There seem to be at least three notable observations from the above comparison of IPA and
CLA groups:

A. Identical assets, liabilities and surplus associated with the iPA and CLA groups

With the above simplified assumptions (for comparison purposes), we would see that from
2006 to 2012 those comparative CLA and IPA groups would be associated with identical asset,
liability and surplus values, in aggregate, but only if you ook at the combined results regardiess
of who is holding the assets and making investment decisions and who is entitled to what
proportion of the difference between the asset and liability values before and after the
settlement date. ’
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Ditferences in the sronoriionate ownership clalms on the *surnlus” up to the cettlemeant
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In this regards the IPA members would seem to actually be worse off (before considering the
issue of what happens after the settlement date).

For CLA windup members, GWL's proportionate ownership of surplus up to 2012 year-end
would apply to the total net surplus, such that GWL would in effect be participating in the
adverse effects of the pension fund’s investment decisions, although CLA windup members
would also be proportionately impacted by the investment decision even though the CLA
windup members had no say in the decision to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the

long-term nature of the liabilities.

For the IPA members, however, GWL representatives would claim no ownership of the
increasingly negative "surplus” held by the IPA member, but would likely claim a full
proportionate ownership of the inflated positive surplus that is not in the hands of the IPA

member.

in this regard, the IPA members would seem to be financially worse off relative to CLA
windup members (before considering the issue of what happens after the setttement date)
primarily because for the IPA financials, GWL would not be participating at all in the negative
impact on surplus of the 2006-2012 investment decisions {i.e. where the market value of the
assets is not increasing on a consistent basis relative to the increase in the present value of the
liabilities), although this non-participation by GWL is consistent with the fact the GWLIs not
party to those IPA investment decisions to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the
long-term nature of the liabilities.

Now consider in itern C below what happens after the settlement date

C. Differences in proportionate ownership of expected financial recovery after the
settlement date.

The CLA windup pension fund's investment policy since 2008 appears to be predicated on the
gamble that interest rates would eventually rise. That investment policy guaranteed a huge
drop in surplus as interest rates declined further. For this comparison we have assumed that
IPA members have followed the same investment policy. FWIW, individuals would probably be
reluctant to invest in long term bonds when interest rates are at historical lows.

So such losses have occurred up to the present and may persist to the expected settlement
date of Dec 2013.

The comparison of CLA windup members and IPA terminated members changes after the
settlement date.
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The IPA members would have taken all of the investment policy surplus hits prior to the
settlement date, and will get 100% of the financial recovery that is expected by that investment
policy to eventually occur after the settlement date.

However, for the CLA windup members, although they are taking alarge portion of the
investment policy surplus hit prior to the settlement date {rather than 100% of that hit), they
may end up with 0% of the financial recovery that is expected by the investment policy to
eventually occur after the settlement date.

As noted above for CLA windup members, being forced o cash out their right to distributable
surpius now, when surplus has hit a low poing, is likely to imply losing access to almost afl of
she eventual financial recovery that has been expected by the aggressive short-duration asset
structure of the 2008-2012 investiment policy. 1t seems nsufficient to allow only one poirt in
time, Dec 2014, for a token sharing in recevery that may or may not happen by then, and to
also arbitrarily cap any recovery that may occur.

individuals with a sizable stake in the windup group might argue for the following alternative:
Retain Rights to Distributable Surplus, in Segregated Windup Pension Fund

2) Agreement on % share of surplus. Stop the fegal expenses and recognize that the
main result of the legal action has been to establish an agreement on the proportionate
share of the surplus in the windup group segregated fund (along with the effect of the
proposed amendments). The settlement date, which could be as at Dec 2011 or Dec
2012 would be primarily for the purpase of finalizing those % shares. ¢

k) Continue to segregate the windup pension plan. Because of the inappropriate
investment mix that has been positioned to produce leveraged gains only when interest
rates rise, the windup fund should continue to be segregated until there is a reasonable
opportunity for the surplus to be restored (excluding of course any additional pension
contributions that GWL might make ... which seems unlikely anyway),

¢} Individuals decide when to cash out their % share. Rather than being forced to cash
out your share of the surplus when things are so bad, individuals would retain their
proportionate interest in the surplus as it rebuilds in the fund, and every year or every 3
years when the fund would be revalued anyway for ongoing reporting, individuals would
have the option to take out their share of the surplus, with this option staying in effect
subject to a mandatory payout after, say, 9 years {or longer) if no election was made
prior to that point. '



501

d} GuiL gats to withdrawe surplus enly as individuzls cash out their % share. CLA
windup members would benefit from the fact that GWL also retains a financial interest
in the surplus in the fund because GWL they would only be able to remove a portion of
that surplus as individuals

e) How can this approach be implemented without unnecessary complications and
sxpense? The real value in this approach is individuals retaining the option of deciding
when to cash out, and retaining that option for an extended period of time. The %
shares of the distributable surplus would not have to change over time other than to
recognize that distributable surplus would itself be proportionately smaller as others
have taken out their share. Thereis no need to complicate the process by making an
argument that individual % shares change as individuals age relative to their retirement
date.

Addendum - March 13, 2013

Ane Additional Consideration - An Offset to Potential Impact on Future Inflation Adiustments

This is an ancillary consideration that might affect only some pension members, and not the
primary financial rationale for retaining rights to distributable surplus in a segregated windup
pension fund.

For some pension members there appears to be one additional compelling reason for the
above approach, and that is in the context of anomalies in the CLA pension plan restrictions on
future inflation protection. The comments below try to address this issue, after first trying to
clarify the context. Retaining a right to the distributable surplus percentage in a segregated
windup fund could help to provide windup members with a financial offset to potential future
losses to inflation protection. Non-windup pension members would not have the benefit of
that sort of offset, but would be protected from any related distortions that might result from
combining the assets of the ongoing pension fund and the segregated pension fund.

The above March 10 commentary takes into account the fact that pension fund investment
managers cannot manage assets without considering the duration structure of the
corresponding hiabilities, and when interest rates change, the financial effect on the market
value of the assets is meaningless without also considering the financial effect on the market
value of the labilities.

For similar reasons, measures of the "rate of return” on the assets can be meaningless and
misleading by themselves, since such rates are directly affected by the market value of the
assets but take no account of the market value of the liabilities.
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However, the CLA pension plan provides that some pension members will lose out on some of
their inflation protection if the cumulative rate of return on the assets in the plan AS
WVIEASURED EROM THEIR RETIREMENT DATE is less than the cumulative inflation from their
retirement date,

Now, CLA's investment policy in the segregated windup pension fund (2006 to present) has
apparently been set up to guaraniee surplus losses if interest rates fall (despite the increase to
asset market values), under a presumption that interest rates will be increasing.

If interest rates now do increase, the bond market values will drop and that would negatively
impact the rate of return on the assets for that time period, even though surplus would be
increasing because of an even greater decrease in the market value of the liabilities (i.e. the
reverse of what happened 2008-2012}.

i windup mernbers are compelled to prematurely cash in their rights to a percentage share in
disiriburable surplus, they would not only lose out on participating in the recovery of that
surplus value, but at the same time may also find that they will lose out on some of their
pension inflation proteciion.
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{S-miliions)

See commeniary in notes below the summary.

Stari of Period | 2006-12-31 | 2008-12-31 | 2011-12-31 | 2006-12-31
2 years 3 years 8months  5yrs,8mo
Starting surplus 103.4 718 iL3 103.4
Revision to est. windup expenses:
a) expense paid {¥2} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 #27?
b) revised est future pay't (*2) -9.8 -10.8 -12.7 -12.7 2
¢) deduct starting estimate (*2} 2.8 9.3 10.8 2.8 *2
net change in est. expense -7.0 -1.0 -1.9 -9.9
Interest on surplus 15.8 9.5 0.2 25.5
Surplus transfers (*¥1) 0.0 6.1 6.1
Frimary surplus changes
1. Net MV changes (*3) to:
a) MV adj liabilities 57 -62.4 -5.2 -61.9
b) MV adj supporting assets -23.3 8.7 0.0 -14.6
pet MV adjustment >> -17.6 -53.7 -5.2 -76.5
2. 'Gain' from individuals taking lump-~
sum payouts (¥4}
a) realized 'gain' on payouts 0.0 7.7 1.3 9.0 24
b) revised expected future gains see ¥4 see ¥4 0.0 *4
c) deduct prior expectation -25.4 -29.5 -3.1 -58.0 *4
et 'gain’ from payouts >> -25.4 -21.8 -1.8 -49.0
Balance 2.6 0.4 ] 0.0 3.0
Ending surplus 718 R 11.3 i 2.6 2.6
End of Period 2008-12-31 2011-12-31 2012-08-31 2012-08-31
l.pg5of
lu
pg 12 of :;:;‘;;Z ins pgl2of | 2012-10-11
2008ye valn 2011 ye vain | trnsfr report
Data Sources >> v CLPENS™ Y PO combined
report letter report 2. Amy info
003 S 2 012-10-
{Sept 2009} (May 2012) {Sept 2012} | 2 1(2*5) 09

*1 - the surplus transfers relate to revised surplus allocations, relative to the non-windup
group, per various data changes regarding the original split of the liabllities between both groups.

*2 - The total cumulative windup expenses {also called settlement expenses) to be paid at time of the
settlement for legal, administrative, actuarial and communications costs, including interest, increased
from an expected value prior to 2006 YE of $4.7 million {(already deducted from the starting surplus) to
an expected level as at Aug 31, 2012 of $12.7 million. Apparently the current expected level as at March
2013 is $13.7 million. This would be in addition to whatever expenses might have already been paid
but not identified explicitly in the surplus movements?

#3 . MV [market value) changes would be expected here to generally net to zero, except to the

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xIsx lof2
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extent that the investment policy took a gamble on either the equity markets (pre-2008) or
{post-2008) invested in bonds that had an average remaining term significantly shorter than the
average term of the llabilties, hoping for a net gain if interest rates increased but guaranteeing
substantial leveraged market value losses {i.e. MV of liabilities would increase without a
corresponding increase to the supporting assets) if interest rates fell, which is what happened.

43 - Notably, the approach of a collective 'gain’ from lump sum payouts seems unreasonable in the
context of the windup allocations, although one could argue in this case that the other windup group
members may not in fact have have profited from that windfall gain, to the extent that the fund
management's investment policies have more than wiped out such potential ‘gains'?

*4h - For this lump-sum (commuted values) category of profits, it is the net of these two numbers
that matters here. To make it easier to tie back to the reports {and due to a lack of sufficient info)
the numbers do not respectively represent the full revised amount of surplus from commuted value
payouts and the full original expectation of such profits.

The following would be a more complete presentation of this item:

irf?)l:y;a?(zgiwduals taking lump- 2 years 2 yr, 6mo 6mo 3vyears 8 months 5yrs, 8 mo
- a) realized 'gain‘ on payouts 0.0 e = 7.7 i3 8.0
b) revised expected future gains 32.6 3.1 0.0 0.0  |*a
¢) deduct prior expectation -58.0 -32.6 3.1 -58.0 *4
254  holmaamiae 218 -1.8 -49.0

So it appears that there was an expected 'gain’ of 558 million as part of the surplus estimate, and
. the result was a gain of only $9 million. A rather illusory notion of a questionable form of surplus.

*4c - The 8 month estimate {Dec 2011 to Aug 31 2012) for the adjustment to the 'gain’ from individuals
taking lump sum cashouts is apparently based on the 2012-10-03 memo noted above (i.e. the
difference between the ending surpluses of 5.7 and 2.6), but might also be some conservatism in the
overall estimated surplus provided by the negotiating team. Nevertheless, the figure has been used to
estimate back to 2006YE what the estimated gain was expected to be from individuals taking lump sum
payouts.

*5 - For the 8 months ending Aug 31, 2012 the surplus reconciliation in the 2012-10-11 transfer
document seems inconsistent with (and misleading relative to) the approach taken in the prior years'
valuation reports. For example, instead of identifying interest on surplus, it shows a much higher
amount for interest on liabilities instead, which results in an apples and oranges comparison in the
analysis. Also (in addition see the comments for *4c. The presentation also raises the question
whether "interest on pending expense reimbursement” which is disclosed in this document is not
disclosed in the the other surplus movements ??

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xIsx | 20of2
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This is Exhikit ""J' referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon
sworn before me, this 12t
day of March, 2013




796481 East Back Line
R.R.1. Berkeley. ON
NOH 1C0

pandahnewman@gmail.com

March 11, 2013
Koskie iviinsky LLP,
Barristers & Solicitors,
20 Queen Street West, Suite 800,
Box 52,
Toronio, Ontario
VI5H 3R3

Attention: Canada Life Class Action
Dear Sirs,

| am a Non-PWU Group — Pensioner under The Canada Life Canadian Employees’ Pension Plan,
Company ID # 819754, and | wish to object to the amendment'to the Settlement.

The proposed changes to the original Settlement are so extensive and far reaching that they
invalidate the member’s elections evidenced on the Decision Forms that were completed in
April 2011.

My support of the Settlement was given on the understanding that | would receive a share of
the surplus roughly equivalent to the estimated amount you stated in Document E of the
Settlement Proposal Package. If | understand your numbers correctly, that estimated amount

will be reduced by about 80%.

| therefore wish to rescind my support of the Settlement and to remain, with all of my rights
and benefits and guaranteed pension, in The Old Plan.

Yours sincerely,

Howard H. Newman
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This is Exhibit "K' referred to in the
affidavit of Antheny Guindon
sworn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013




Kim Gadd

11-Z Wingreen Court

MNorth York ON #38 189

Konday Mareh 11, 2013

Koskie Minsky LLP
Barristers and Solichiors
20 Queen Street West
Suite 800 Box 52

Toronts &M MSH 3R3

Attt Consda Life Class Action
Daar Sirg,

Due to lack of availeble information and a reasonahle amount of tirne to review the proposed

Amendments pertaining to the Canada Life employees pension plan Integration Paniial Windup,

lam pot prepared at present to agree with the proposed changes.

| reguire more detalls regarding the evants and ¢circumstances which led to the need 1o put such
Amendments in place. Culy then, will | be in a position {0 reasonably analyze and consider the
Amendments presented. That being said, following written receipts of details that might suppart
Such amendmeants, | would require a reasonahle amount of time to evaluate and determine if

such arendments are warranted.

RAGE 2% ROUD AT 1410302013 6:27:51 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVRCKIFAX11 DNIS:2887* CSID:A16 440 3439 DURATION {min-5s}:00:23
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in addition, the Class Members were not provided with an opportunity to meet with other Class
Members. ltvisfor this purpose as wall that | raguire addigonal time, and am formalby requesting

That the decision pertaining to the adoption of the Amendments be defarred.

Thank you for your consideration in light of the circumstances fllustrated. As vou are well aware,

These proposed changes impact not only myself, but many other individuals.

Yours,

f -

Kim Gzdd

PAGE 227 RCVD AT 14103/2013 6:27:51 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVRIKMEAX1/1 * DNIS:2807 ® C8ID:416 449 3459 * DURATION {mm-ss}:00-23
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This is Exhibit L' referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon
swormmn before me, this 12
day of March, 2013
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Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca>

March-11-13 4:59 PM

Canada Life Main Pension Class Action

Clio M. Godkewitsch

March 11 2013 court submission - CLA pension surplus - NO NEED TO RESPOND
CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus
2013-03-11.pdf; CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf

iMarch 11, 2013

to: canadalifeclass@kmlaw.ca

re: submissions for March 18 Court hearing - CLA pension surplus

Regarding the proposed amendments to the pension surplus agreements, | have undertaken to help
provide technical support to fellow pension members with regards to the March 18 court

hearings. Accordingly, | am submitting the two attached two documents which | have prepared
based in part on the information sources identified herein, and | understand some of the members
may have made these documents available as part of their submissions as well.

Your sincerely,
Dan Anderson

416-722-4841
dan.anderson@sympatico.ca

attached: “CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus 2013-
03-11.pdf" :
sttached: "CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf"



CLA pension surplus amendments - retaining rights to distributable surplus 2013-03-11.pdf

March 10, 2013 faiso see dMarch 11 addendum sitoched below, ond misc. revision in red]

CLA Windup Surplus
Wature and Adeguacy of Propaosed Settlement Amendments

Rationaie for Retaining Rights to Distributable Surplus
in Segregated Windup Pension Fund

With regards 1o the proposed amendments to the settlement agreement, two key
considerations are the pature and adequacy of the proposed amendments.

The Court-approved Feb 2013 communications to CLA class action members indicate that the
purpose of the amendments is to address the "changed economic circumstances”. That same
communication seems to state incorrectly: "the drop in the estimated integration PWU surplus
is a regrettable consequence of economic circumstances beyond the control of the parties”.

In fact, the surplus decline appears to be primarily as a result of the CLA windup pension fund
management unilaterally (supposedly with the knowledge and/or influence of GWL
representatives, but without the awareness of CLA windup members and their representatives),
taking an aggressive duration-structure investment policy that was inconsistent with the
duration structure of the liabilities and which guaranteed in the interim a dramatic drop in
surplus if interest rates fell, while holding that asset position with the expectation of a highly-
feveraged increase to surplus if and when interest rates increase.

The GWL representatives are positioning themselves to have potentially 100% of the financial
recovery that is anticipated by such an investment policy, while compeliing the CLA windup
members to cash in their right to a share of distributable surplus in advance of such a financial
recovery.

The attached draft pdf report ("CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.pdf")
provides an indication of the primary components for the surplus drop from 2006 to Aug. 31,
2012, The CLA windup fund surplus is shown as dropping from $103 million at 2006 yearend, to
a guesstimated $54 million at June 30, 2011, to $2.6 million at Aug. 31, 2012.

The estimated effect of the proposed amendments appears to be an offsetting amount of only
$5.3 million {i.e. 2.6+0.8+0.5+0.2+1.2), leaving a substantial shortfall relative to the surplus
drop, and more specifically a substantial shortfall relative to the portion of the drop that would
be due to the adverse effects of the pension funds' unilateral investmant policies.
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The proposed amendments should provide much greater latitude for CLA windup members to
participate in the eventual financial recovery that has been assumed by the structure of the

fund's ongoing investment policy.

The comments below provide a framework that helps to clarify some of the considerations,
although it is presented as a comparison between the CLA windup group and the Indago-
Pelican-Adason groups.

An alternative approach that could be incorporated into the proposed amendments is outlined
at the end of the commentary below, in place of the proposed one-time surplus adjustment at
Dec 2014 and the cap on the subsequent financial recoveries.

Farch 10, 2013
To: anadalifers and CLPENS representatives
re: Comparing CLA and IPA {Indago-Pelican-Adason)

During the March 5 phone discussion with KMt lawyers, they confirmed the understanding that
the amount of distributable surplus for the Indago and Pelican groups has been very stable
(from 2006 to 2012), compared to the dramatic decline in the distributable surplus for the CLA
windup group. The Feb 2013 letter from the CLPENS representatives also refers to the Adason
group and seems to indicate that the Adason group's surplus has also been relatively stable.

However, the above reference to distributable surplus is really an apples and oranges
comparison because of the different circumstances for the two groups, as will be illustrated by

the comparison commentary below.

it seems worthwhile to understand why the CLA experience appears to be so much different
from Indago etc. ’

But it is also worthwhile to understand that in fact the IPA (Indago-Pelican-Adason) members
are probably in pretty much the same or worse financial situation relative to the windup group
prior to the settlement date, setting aside for now any presumption that the IPA members
would have made different investment decisions in the time period from 2006 to 2012, but in
the context of those CLA investment policies, but the proposal to now force the CLA windup
members to cash in their proportionate entitlement to distributable surplus, would seem to put
the CLA windup members in a worse position.
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Eyrthermeare, if you take the time to rzad and undersiand the following compatison of the
CiA and IPA circurnstances; it provides a reference framework that should help to clarify
some key considerations from the perspective that, although a final agreement on approack
should be established ASAP and the legal costs should stop, the CLA windup group members
should not all be compelled to cash out thelr right to a proportionate share of the surplus
nows, when the surplus has dipped so low (s a result of the pension fund's speculative
nvestment policy that guaranteed losses for CLA windup members if interest rates fell and
niow guarantees gains for GWL if Interest rates eventually rise). Cashing out the right to
surplus now implies effectively losing access to almost all of that potential future financial
recovery that is presumed by the fund's investment policy {and it seems inadeguate io not
saly allow anly one point in time, Dec 2014, to allow for 2 token sharing in recovery that may
oF may not happen by then, but to also arbitrarily cap any recovery that happens to occur}.

Now, let's look at a comparison of the CLA windup members and the IPA terminated members.

The commentary below will be referring to only the comparison group of CLA and IPA members
~ described herein, even though the respective groups might sometimes be referred to more
generally as CLA members, IPA members, CLA windup members, IPA terminated members, etc.

CLA windup members were entitled to a share of their pension fund's surplus because they
were designated as a partial windup group. No cash could be taken out of the fund until the
windup process allowed that to happen. Assume for this comparison that none of those
members were past their retirement date and none of them took a commuted value (very few
did). In other words, prior to a surplus payment at the final settlement date, no cash left the
pension fund.

The IPA terminated members will be receiving a share of their respective pension funds'
surplus, even though those terminated members have not been formally designated as a partial
windup group. Assume for this comparison that all of those IPA members took a commuted
value prior to 2006 {apparently the vast majority of those members did take their money out of
the fund). In other words, at least seven years prior to receiving a final surplus-settlement
payment, all of the cash associated with the commuted value of their liabilities would have
already been paid out of the fund.

Also assume, for an apples to apples comparison, that the IPA members are going to have a
personal objective of using their commuted values to generate approximately the same pension
benefit stream that they would have had with Canada Life, and they will hire someone to do
the same asset and liability calculations (using windup valuation assumptions) that would be
done by a pension fund, with a determination of the surplus or deficit position. When they first
do that calculation as at 2006 yearend, they would see they were already in a deficit position
relative to the assets in their possession because the commuted value they received was less
than the windup value of the pension, although that shortfall in the commuted value payment
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would supposedly be part of the 'surplus' they would now be collectively entitled to at the final
settlement date.

For simplicity, assume that we are comparing a set of CLA and IPA members where each group
had the same pension entitlements, and therefore would have the same total present value of
pension liabilities at each point in time from 2006 to 2012. Also assume that the total assets
associated with those liabilities was the same as at 2006 yearend, implying the same total
*surplus" associated with the liabilities.

Alse assume that from 2006 to 2012 the IPA members invesied their commuted values in
exactly the same way that the CLA windup investment managers investad the CLA windup
pension funds, taking a risk position to benefit if and when interest rates rise {while incurring
a not-vet-realized loss if interest rates first fall lower). The IPA members had no fiduciary
responsibility to 'protect’ their own financial position by purchasing assets that were consistent
with the structure of the pension liabilities, and so we might assume for this comparison they
took the same financial risks taken by CLA investment managers with the hope that interest
rates would eventually increase.

Then from 2006 to 2012 the total asset, liability and "surplus” values would be the same for the
IPA and the CLA groups.

For the IPA members, however, the "surplus” {difference between total assets and total
liabilities) is divided into two components: a) the pension fund or fund owner would hold a
relatively larger positive surplus component which at 2006 yearend was equal to the total net
surplus plus the effect of the original commuted value shortfall, while b) the IPA member would
hold an increasingly negative component that starts out 2006 yearend as the shortfall in the
commuted value payout and increases with time as interest rates fall, liability values increase
and the duration-mismatched assets are not able to increase in value to offset the increase in
the present value of the liabilities.

There seam to be at least three notable observations from the above comparison of IPA and
CLA groups:

A. Identical assets, liabilities and surplus associated with the IPA and CLA groups

With the above simplified assumptions (for comparison purposes), we would see that from
2006 to 2012 those comparative CLA and IPA groups would be associated with [dentical asset,
liability and surplus values, in aggregate, but only if you look at the combined results regardless
of who is holding the assets and making investment decisions and who is entitled to what
proportion of the difference between the asset and liability values before and after the
settlement date.



516

B. Differences in the proportionate cvwnership claims an the “surplus” up to the sstilement

In this regards the IPA members would seem to actually be worse off {before considering the
issue of what happens after the settlement date).

For CLA windup members, GWL's proportionate ownership of surplus up to 2012 year-end
would apply to the total net surplus, such that GWL would in effect be participating in the
adverse effects of the pension fund’s investment decisions, although CLA windup members
would also be proportionately impacted by the investment decision even though the CLA
windup members had no say in the decision to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the
long-term nature of the liabilities.

Eor the IPA members, however, GWL representatives would claim no ownership of the
increasingly negative "surplus” held by the IPA member, but would likely claim a full
proportionate ownership of the inflated positive surplus that is not in the hands of the IPA
member.

in this regard, the {PA members would seem to be financially worse off relative to CLA
windup members (before considering the issue of what happens after the settlement date)
primarily because for the IPA financials, GWL would not be participating at all in the negative
impact on surplus of the 2006-2012 investment decisions {i.e. where the market value of the
assets is not increasing on a consistent basis relative to the increase in the present value of the
liabilities), although this non-participation by GWL is consistent with the fact the GWL is not
party to those IPA investment decisions to purchase assets that were inconsistent with the
long-term nature of the liabilities.

Now consider in item C below what happens after the settlement date

C. Differences in proportionate ewnership of expected financial recovery after the
seitlemnent date.

The CLA windup pension fund's investment policy since 2008 appears to be predicated on the
gamble that interest rates would eventually rise. That investment policy guaranteed a huge
drop in surplus as interest rates declined further. For this comparison we have assumed that
IPA members have followed the same investment policy. FWIW, individuals would probably be
reluctant to invest in long term bonds when interest rates are at historical lows.

So such losses have occurred up to the present and may persist to the expected settlement
date of Dec 2013. '

The comparison of CLA windup members and IPA terminated members changes after the
settlement date.
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The IPA members would have taken all of the investment palicy surplus hits prior to the
settlement date, and will get 100% of the financial recovery that is expected by that investment
policy to eventually occur after the settlement date.

However, for the CLA windup members, although they are taking a large portion of the
investment policy surplus hit prior to the settlement date (rather than 100% of that hit), they
may end up with 0% of the financial recovery that is expected by the investment policy to
eventually occur after the settlement date.

A5 noted above for CLA windup members, being forced to cash out their right to distributable
suvplus now, when surplus has hit a low point, is likely to Imply losing access to alimost all of
the eventual financial recovery that has been expected by the aggressive short-duration asset
structure of the 2008-2012 investment policy. It seems insufficient to allow only one point in
thme, Dec 2014, for a token sharing in recovery that may or may not happen by then, and {o
aiso arbltrarily cap any recovery that may oceur.

individuals with a sizable stake in the windup group might argue for the following alternative:
Retain Rights to Distributable Surplus, in Segregated Windup Pension Fund

a) Agreement on % share of surplus. Stop the legal expenses and recognize that the
main result of the legal action has been to establish an agreement on the proportionate
share of the surplus in the windup group segregated fund (along with the effect of the
proposed amendments). The settlement date, which could be as at Dec 2011 or Dec
2012 would be primarily for the purpose of finalizing those % shares.

b) Continue to segregate the windup pension plan. Because of the inappropriate
investment mix that has been positioned to produce leveraged gains only when interest
rates rise, the wmdup fund should continue to be segregated until there Is a reasonable
opportunity for the surplus to be restored {excluding of course any additional pension
contributions that GWL might make ... which seems uniikely anyway)},

c) Individuals decide when to cash out their % share. Rather than being forced to cash
out your share of the surplus when things are so bad, individuals would retain their
proportionate interest in the surplus as it rebuilds in the fund, and every year or every 3
years when the fund would be revalued anyway for ongoing reporting, individuals would
have the option to take out their share of the surplus, with this option staying in effect
subject to a mandatory payout after, say, 9 years {or longer} if no election was made
prior to that point.



518

4} GWL gets to withdraw surplus only as individuals cash out thelr % share. CLA
windup members would benefit from the fact that GWL also retains a financial Interest
in the surplus in the fund because GWL they would only be able to remove a portion of
that surplus as individuals

} How can this approach be implemented without unnecessary complications and
xpense? The real value in this approach is individuals retaining the option of deciding
when to cash out, and retaining that option for an extended period of time. The %
shares of the distributable surplus would not have to change over time other than to
recognize that distributable surplus would itself be proportionately smaller as others
have taken out their share. There is no need to complicate the process by making an
argument that individual % shares change as individuals age relative to their retirement
date.

=
=
o
=

Addendum - March 11, 2013

One Additional Consideration - An Offset to Potential Impact on Future Inflation Adjustments

This is an ancillary consideration that might affect only some pension members, and not the
primary financial rationale for retaining rights to distributable surplus in a segregated windup
pension fund.

For some pension members there appears to be one additional compelling reason for the
above approach, and that is in the context of anomalies in the CLA pension plan restrictions on
future inflation protecticn. The comments below try to address this issue, after first trying to
clarify the context. Retaining a right to the distributable surplus percentage in a segregated
windup fund could help to provide windup members with a financial offset to potential future
fosses to inflation protection. Non-windup pension members would not have the benefit of
that sort of offset, but would be protected from any related distortions that might result from
combining the assets of the ongoing pension fund and the segregated pension fund.

The above March 10 commentary takes into account the fact that pension fund investment
managers cannot manage assets without considering the duration structure of the
corresponding liabilities, and when interest rates change, the financial effect on the market
value of the assets is meaningless without also considering the financial effect on the market
value of the liabilities.

For similar reasons, measures of the "rate of return” on the assets can be meaningless and
misleading by themselves, since such rates are directly affected by the market value of the
assets but take ho account of the market value of the liabilities.
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However, the CLA pension plan provides that some pension members will lose out on some of
their inflation protection if the cumulative rate of return on the assets in the plan AS
MEASURED FROM THEIR RETIREMENT DATE is less than the cumulative inflation from their

retirement date.

Now, CLA's investment policy in the segregated windup pension fund (2006 to present) has
apparently been set up to guarantee surplus losses if interest rates fall (despite the increase to
asset market values), under a presumption that interest rates will be increasing.

if interest rates now do increase, the bond market values will drop and that would pegatively
impact the rate of return on the assets for that time period, even though surplus would be
increasing because of an even greater decrease in the market value of the liabilities (i.e. the
reverse of what happened 2003-2012).

i windup members are compelled to prematurely cash in their rights to a percentage share in
distributahie surplus, they would not only lose out on participating in the recovery of that
surplus value, but at the same time inay also find that they will lose cut on some of their
pension inflation protection.
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Partial Windup Group's Segregaiad Pension Fund Suiply
{S millions)

See comnentary in notes below the summary,
- CLPENS split? -

Start of Period | 2006-12-31 }; 2008-12-31 | 2011-12-31 | 2006-12-31
2 years 3years 8 months 5 yrs, 8 mo
Stariing surplus 103.4 718 11.3 103.4
Revision to est. windup expenses:
a) expense paid (*2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 *) 7
b} revised est future pay't (*2} -9.8 -10.8 -12.7 -12.7 *2
c) deduct starting estimate (*2} 28 8.8 10.8 2.8 %2
net change in est. expense -7.0 -1.0 -1.9 -9.9
Interest on surplus i5.8 9.5 0.2 25.5
Surplus transfers (*1) C.0 6.1 6.1
Primary surplus changes
1. Net MV changes (*3} to:
a) MV adj liabilities 5.7 -62.4 -5.2 -61.9
b) MV adj supporting assets -23.3 8.7 0.0 -14.6
Met MV adjustment >> -17.6 -53.7 -5.2 -76.5
2. 'Gain' from individuals taking lump-
sum payouts (¥4):
a) realized 'gain' on payouts 0.0 7.7 1.3 9.0 =4
b) revised expected future gains see *4 see *4 0.0 *4
c) deduct prior expectation -25.4 -29.5 -3.1 -58.0 *4
pet 'gain’ from payouts >> -25.4 -21.8 -1.8 -45.0
Balance 2.6 0.4 - 0.0 3.0
Ending surplus 718 11.3 | 2.6 2.6
End of Period 2008-12-31 ‘, 2011-12-31 2012-08-31 2012-08-31
er surplus 1.pg 5 of
pg 12 of ssﬁma t'z * | pet2of | 2012-10-11
5 2008ye valn 2011 ye vain | trnsfr report
Data Sources >> y CLPENS™ Y .po combined
report letter report 2. Amy info
Sept 2012 -10-
(Sept 2009) (May 2012) (Sept 2012} | 2012-10-09
{*5)
*1 - the surplus transfers relate to revised surplus allocations, relative to the non-windup
group, per various data changes regarding the original split of the liabilities between both groups.
*2 _ The total cumulative windup expenses {also called settlement expenses) to be paid at time of the
: settlement for legal, administrative, actuarial and communications costs, including interest, increased
2 from an expected value prior to 2006 YE of $4.7 million (already deducted from the starting surplus) to
an expected level as at Aug 31, 2012 of $12.7 million. Apparently the current expected level as at March
2013 is $13.7 million. This would be in addition to whatever expenses rnight have already been paid
but not identified explicitly in the surplus movements?
#3 - MV (market value) changes would be expected here to generally net to zero, except to the
E; 1of2

CLA pensfon surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xlsx




521

extent that the investment policy took a gamble on either the equity markets (pre-2008) or
{post-2008) invested in bonds that had an average remaining term significantly shorter than the
average term of the liabilties, hoping for a net gain if interest rates increased but guaranteeing
substantial leveraged market value losses {i.e. MV of liabilities would increase without a
corresponding increase to the supporting assets) if interest rates fell, which is what happened.

*4a - Notably, the approach of a collective ‘gain' from lump sum payouts seems unreasonable in the
context of the windup allocations, although one could argue in this case that the other windup group
members may not in fact have have profited from that windfalt gain, to the extent that the fund
management's investment policies have more than wiped out such potential 'gains'?

*4h - For this lump-sum (commuted values) category of profits, it is the net of these two numbers
that matters here. To make it easier to tie back to the reports {and due to a lack of sufficient info)
the numbers do not respectively represent the full revised amount of surplus from commuted value
payouts and the full original expectation of such profits.

The following would be a more complete presentation of this item:

" — -
ij;’;y;ﬁ?g&?tmduals taking lump- 2 years 2yr,6 mo 6 mo 3 years 8 months 5yrs, 8 mo
a) realized 'gain’ on payouts 0.0 7.7 1.3 9.0
b} revised expected future gains 32.6 / 3.1 0.0 0.0 *4
c) deduct prior expectation -58.0 : -32.6 -3.1 -58.0 *4
254 BtE -21.8 -1.8 -49.0

So it appears that there was an expected 'gain’ of 558 million as part of the surplus estimate, and
the result was a gain of only $9 million. A rather illusory notion of a questionable form of surplus.

*4¢ - The 8 month estimate {Dec 2011 to Aug 31 2012) for the adjustment to the 'gain’ from individuals
taking lJump sum cashouts is apparently based on the 2012-10-09 memo noted above (l.e. the
difference between the ending surpluses of 5.7 and 2.6}, but might also be some conservatism in the
overall estimated surplus provided hy the negotiating team. Nevertheless, the figure has been used to
estimate hack to 2006YE what the estimated gain was expected to be from individuals taking lump sum

payouts.

*5 - For the 8 months ending Aug 31, 2012 the surplus reconciliation in the 2012-10-11 transfer
document seems inconsistent with {and misleading relative to) the approach taken in the prior years'
valuation reports. For example, instead of identifying interest on surplus, it shows a much higher
amount for interest on liabilities instead, which results in ah apples and oranges comparison in the
analysis. Also (in addition see the comments for *4c. The presentation also raises the gquestion
whether "interest on pending expense reimbursement” which is disclosed in this documentis not
disclosed in the the other surplus movements ??

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xlsx 20f2
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This is Exhibit *'M*" referred to in the
affidavit of Anthony Guindon
swomn before me, this 12%
day of March, 2013
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Clio M. Godkewitsch
RE: A Message from the CLPENS Executive Commitiee

-—- On Tus, 3/12/13, Pensisn Group <cipens@rogers. com™> wrote:

From: Pension Group <clpens@rogers.conr™>

Subject: A Message from the CLPENS Executive Comimittee
To: wlantler@rogers.com

Date: Tuesday, March 12,2013, 3:09 AM

A Message from tha CLPENS Executive Committee

In addition to sharihg your financial disappointment at the drastically reduced payouts to be
paid under our class action settlement, the CLPENS Executive Committee (EC) feels the pain of
having so little to show for its many hours of work over many years.

in addition to pondering various “conspiracy theories”, the EC has also wrestled with the
question of whether “we could have done things differently”. On the first count, your EC has
considered and rejected the pessibility of manipulation and believes firmly that the reduced
values to be paid to the Integration Partial Wind-up group {“IPWU Group”) are the result of
developrrients in world financial markets and, more specifically, their impact on the yields on
Government of Canada real return bonds. On the latter count, we believe that our actions
were appropriate in light of the information that was available at the time. Thevery longtime
involved in drafting, agreeing to and implementing the Surplus Sharing Agreement was clearly
critical but, unfortunately, there was very little that your EC could do to expedite the

process. In summary, we achieved an excellent settlement wherein nearly 70% of divisible
surplus went to plan members; sadly, world economic developments which were totally
beyond our control reduced the divisible surplus amount.

While the outcome of our class action Is disappeinting, your ECls unanimous in the

assassmant that it is the bast result achizvable in the circumstances. With this note, we wiil
nrovide more background Information and hope that our mambershigs will come to the same

Members wishing a more detailed technical explanation of the issues discussed in this note are
directed to the “Documents” section of the Canada Life segment of the Koskie Minsky website
(hito://www.kmlaw.ca/Case-Central/Overview/Court-Documents/?rid=56).

Reduced Surplus Values

The biggest issue is the reduction in available surplus with respect to the [PWU Group. The
following table summarizes information about the IPWU Group surplus that has been reported
o the Financial Seyvices Commission of Ontario.
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Valuation Date Assets Liabilities Surplus*®

January 1, 2006 $287.7 million $184.3 million $103.4 million
December 31, 2008 $288.9 million $21.7.1 million $71.8 million
December 31, 2011 $293.9 million $285.5 million $8.4 million

August 31, 2012 $292.5 million $286.8 million $5.7 million

*All surplus figures are net of estimated expenses.

Clearly, there has been no deterioration of assets held in respect of the IPWU Group. Almost
from the outset of our negotiations, this subset of plan assets was invested primarily in fixed
income assets (that is, bonds). While a more traditional asset mix, incorporating greater
holdings in stocks, may have produced higher returns, doing so would also have exposed plan
assets to a much greater risk of capital loss.

With asset values holding up rather well, it is the increase in plan liabilities that has caused the
massive raduction in surplus values.

In simple language, “plan liabilities” for the IPWU Group means the cost of providing the future
benefits promised by the plan. For fully indexed pension benefits (most of the pensions paid
under the Canada Life Plan are indexed), there are two ways to measure the cost of future
benefits. One way is to purchase annuities from an insurance company. The premium charged
by the insurance company defines the “exact” cost of the future benefits. Inthe absence of an
annuity purchase[1], the Canadian Institute of Actuaries recommends that the plan actuary
estimate the cost of fully indexed pensions by discounting expected future payments using
vields on Government of Canada real-return long-term bonds.

Unfortunately for our situation, the rate for real return bonds has plummeted to all time lows
over the past few years:

Real Return
Date Bond Rate™
June 30, 2005 1.86%
December 34, 1.53%
2005
June 30, 2010 1.42%
December 31, 1.11%
2010
June 30, 2011 1.03%
December 30, 0.45%
2011
June 29, 2012 0.44%
December 31, 0.38%
2012

*Source: Bankof Canada
A simple example will show the effect of changing discount rates. if a rate of return of 6% is

2
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assumed, to have $100 a vear from now, you need to invest $94.34: at 4%, you need fo invest
$96.15. A reduction in the interest rate assumed causes an increase in the amount that needs
to be invested. Over longer periods (and pensions are long term things), the effect is more
pronounced. At 6%, to have 5100 twenty years from now, you need to invest $31.18; at 4%,
vou need to invest $45.64,

while the actuarial calculation of plan liabilities is more complicated, using our simple present
value analogy is instructive. At 1.42%, you need to invest $75.43 to have $100 twenty years
from now; at 0.45%, you need to invest $91.41. An increase of 21.2%!

While the drop in real return bond rates accounts for most of the increase in plan liabilities, the
collective tendency of Integration Partial Wind-up members to stick with their pension benefit (as
opposed to taking a lump sum commuted value) exacerbated the situation. For the January 1, 2006
valuation, the actuary assumed that members eligible to retire with immediate pensions would elect
purchases and all others would elect lump sums. The plan actuary further assumed that pensions would
be purchased for deferred vested members and pensioners. For the December 31, 2008 valuation, the
actuary assumed that 30% of members age 55 and over would elect lump sums and 70% would elect
purchases. For members from ages 50 to 55, the assumption was 50% lump sums and 50%

purchases. For members under age 50, the assumption was 70% lump sums and 30% purchases. By
December 31, 2011, actual experience was used (including that all members who had not made
elections were assumed to have elected annuity purchases).

We understand that some members have questioned why the surplus distributions to the other
partial plan wind-ups {Indago, Adason, Pelican Foods) have not been so severely reduced (or
have not been reduced at all).

The reason is that the members of these groups have tended to take commuted value payments and, in
doing so, have relinguished their claims to receiving pensions. For members who elect lump sum
settlements, the entitlement is determined at the date of termination (effective date of the partial wind-
up for deferred vested members on the partial wind-up date) and then brought forward with the initial
discount rate to the month of payment, so the key discount rates are the rates in effect when the
members terminated employment.

The results for the other partial wind-up groups can be instructive for those who wonder how
the surplus disappeared. Specifically, had a large percentage of IPWU Group members opted
for a commuted value settlement (giving up their pensions in doing so), the result would have
heen a large surplus for this group.

The Need for An Amendead Settlement Agreement

The Settlement Agreement called for the plan to purchase an annuity to satisfy the benefits of
those members of the Class who chose to maintain their benefit in the form of a monthly
pension. However, this aspect of the Settlement Agreement could not be implemented as ho
insurer was prepared to quote on such an annuity.

What to do?

Technically, CLPENS could have asked the Court to set aside the previously-approved
settlement on the grounds that it could not be implemented as written. It is not clear that the
Court would have done so and, even if the Court agreed to this course of action, we would have
been back to the scenario of returning to court to argue about the ownership of the (much
diminished) surplus. However, by doing so, no Class member would recaive any current

3
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sayment. Although members of the IPWU Group had little to lose and may have wished to
pursue this strategy, members of the other partial wind-up groups {Indago, Adason, Pelican
Foods) had a lot to lose. As Non Partial Wind-up members (retirees, deferred vested members
and active members) would not be part of any subsequent court action, they would receive
nothing. Accordingly, CLPENS did not think it right to pursue a solution that eliminated all
current payouts in return for the possibility of the partial wind-up groups being declared
owners of whatever plan surplus existed at an unknown future date.

Instead, we negotiated a compromise with Canada Life. The compromise involved:

receiving financial concessions which will increase the payout by $2.7
million. These concessions are itemized under the heading “Amount of Surplus” in the
Notice to Members dated February 14, 2013 which is available on the Koskie Minsky
website;
« maintaining the practice of paying pensions from the fund as opposed to via an
annuity. Thisissue is discussed under the heading “Purchase of Annuities” in the above
noted Motice to Members. In the view of the EC, the non-purchase of annuities is a hon-
issue. Pensions under the Canada Life plan have traditionally been paid from the
pension fund and not through the purchase of annuity contracts; and
+  establishing the possibility of a second distribution of surplus if real return interest
rates increase sufficiently by December 31, 2014. This issue is discussed under the
heading “Possibility of Second Surplus Distribution” in the above noted Notice to
Members. As discussed above, we have no control over world financial markets and,
based on most forecasts, such an increase in rates is not anticipated. However, if real
return rates increase as precipitously as they fell, class members may receive a further
surplus distribution.

in conclusion, while the outcome of our class action is disappointing, it is the result of
unprecedented market developments and your EC believes that the amended settlement is the
best result achievable in the circumstances.

CLPEWS EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

[1] In Spring 2012, the Plan actuary sought quotes for the IPWU Group pensions from insurance companies
licensed to sell annuities in Canada. Several companies were approached, including Great-West Life. None of the
insurance companies surveyed were willing to sell annuities for the IPWU Group.

#.8. Please note that the Plaintiffs’ Motion Material and factum are available on the Koskie
Minsky website at http://www.kmlaw.ca/Case-Central/Qverview/Court-Documents/?rid=56
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tma Ratnam

- Frome Susan Marles <s_marles@yahoo.com>
Sants March-12-13 6:06 PM
 Ta: Canada Life Main Pension Class Action
 Subject: Canada Life Class Action
" Dear Sirs,

lama PWU Group member.

Like many other members I am greatly concerned, confused and highly suspicious in the huge drop in Surplus.
I had agreed to the original surplus settlement based on the amount of surplus which was detailed to me at that
time. 1 understand now that amount in the proposed settlement will be 1,000 which is vastly different from the
- amount in which I made the decision to support the Surplus settlement.

I am objecting to the amendment to the original Settlement.

- Regards,

Susan Marles
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thma Ratnam

- From: Mary-Anne Matthews <mafmatthews@gmail.com>
Sents March-14-13 10:43 AM
oo Tee Canada Life iain Pension Class Action; Pension Group
- Subjeet: Amended Surplus Proposal
" Good morning,

I have read all the documents pertaining to Sept. 12, as well as, the upcoming court date of March 18th. Thave
. also spoken with Clio of K.M. regarding the diminished surplus, but more importanily the security of my
Canada Life Pension. Up until now, I have reserved comment, however, I strongly feel that I need to take some
sort of ownership of my pension, as well as, the diminished surplus. I do understand that economic
circumstances have significantly affected what was originally deemed to be surplus, and given the low interest
rates on the long term yield bonds used in the calculations, the funds required to support our pensions has
increased. However, with that said, we have waited for 8 years for CL/GWL to settle this proposal and now
that we experiencing historically low interest rates, it appears as though they want to settle. Yet, as we all -
know, these rates will in time recover but probably not much before the end of 2014. Furthermore, it is my
understanding that using these rates are fine for long-term investing such as pension plans but the surplus has

.. been adversely affected given that we are working in a short-term situation.

- ‘While I can appreciate and understand the work that K.M., the plaintiffs and the CLPENS group has done on
the members' behalf, particularly over the last year, I feel that the proposed amendment to the settlement is not

- the best for all of us and I would have preferred a delayed settlement for the Canada Life PWU group until the
economy and interest rates recover to a degree that would afford us an increase in the surplus. It appears to me
as though Canada Life/GWL will continue to enjoy the benefits afforded to them in the original seftlement
while those of us in the CLA PWU Group (excluding Indago, Pelican Foods & Adason, as well as, the currently
CL employees) will be sacrificing theirs. If the group had had an opportunity to come together with one voice,
I believe that as a group we would be opposed to the amended proposal being put forth on March 18,

" 2013. This settlement is not what we voted for in 2011.

Respectfully,

Mary-Anne



529

Supplementary Documentation - DAA
Court Hearing
Refund-Rights Approach
Important Modification
for Proposed Amendments
to Original Settlement Agreement

March 18, 2013

Contents
# prges
A. Petition Package - Including Related Correspondence &
B. Retained-Rights Approach - Including Advantages and e
Disadvantages

C. Personal Background of Presenter - Dan Anderson 2
D. March 11, 2013 Submission - Location Reference 3
E. Respthe to Views of Opposing Counsel 7
F. Key Focus Question f
G. Response to Plaintiffs / CLPENS | 9.
H. &wraal;zeJ [ osses — Il[us’fm”‘la\q g

/
Signature of preparer of these documents: ” X /MM

18/ Masak / 2013
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PETITION CALLS FOR
MODIFYING THE PROPOSED AMENDED AGREEMENT
Presented at 2013-03-18 CLA Pension Surplus Court Hearing

The attached petition started March 12, 2013 out of discussions in a
Canadalifers email discussion forum in support of March 11
submissions (petition option 2 - Retained-Rights approach).

The plaintiffs and GWL representatives have had ongoing access to the
online petition (and supporting rationale) to monitor it, and have
received updated snapshots of the petition as it progressed,

The plaintiffs declined to use their email distribution list to inform class
members of the petition and to provide a link to the petition.

Of those who have become aware and participated in the petition,
primarily windup group members whom it would directly affect, there
is almost unanimous support for modifying the agreement to
incorporate the Retained-Rights approach, in the context of the
supporting rationale and the advantages and disadvantages.

The Retained-Rights approach does not adversely affect other groups in
the class, and does not adversely affect GWL relative to the original
agreement.

Petitioners have indicated they do not support the approach of
cancelling the original surplus sharing agreement and starting the
entire litigation process all over again, but they simply want a
reasonable and justified modification to the proposed amended
agreement.

Also attached is some of the correspondence clarifying the context of the petition with
petitioners and with GWL and plaintiff representatives.
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STATUS OF PETITION AS AT 2013-03-17 7:00pm - COMMENTS ONLY

First & Last

Mame

COMMENTS, OR YOUR VERSION OF AN OPTION 3 77
{desoribe in your ovm words andfor for more general commants you san make refarense o one of ¢
RASE COMMENT lines from the first ling helow - please do not edit an existing BASE COMIMENT)

(=3

note: you oan save 2 hackup copy of updatad petition results hy ciicking on the Fiie / Download Ag'
menu option losated under the word "Petitfon’ in the top left corner.

"BASE COMMENT 1 {f4arch 13 8am)" - "l am opposad to the amended agreement bacause of what may be a
termporary drop in surplus, and GWL's apparent responsibility for that drop in surplus because of the effect of
the plan's investment policy (e.g. investing in assets with durations significantly shorter than the liebilifes).”
editor:DAA

“BASE COMMENT 2 {(March 13 8am)" - "The indicated selection is my current preference based on
information received so far, but we have not been provided with sufficient information. We should receive
communications that identify the PROS/CONS/resutting effects of each such options, and a professionally-
supported meeting where we can collectively ask questions and receive answers." editor: DAA

BASE COMMENT 3 (Marchx ) editor: Jox

BASE COMMENT 4 (Marchxx t): editor: >0

19

23
.24

25

26

46

51

52
53

Dave Dankevy

Support Option 2

Jerome Bochnak

I'd like to see a presentation of options so we could re-vote

Gloria Noga Where can we get competent professional advice on what the reasonable options are?
Matt Bazkur Ditto on getting competent advice

David van Rees

" am opposed to the amended agresment because of what may be a termporary drop in surplus, and GWlL's
apparent responsibility for that drop in surplus because of the effect of the plan's investment policy (e.g. investing
in assets with durations significantly shorter than the fiabilities)

Jackie (Jaclyn)
Kader

1, too, scho the comments of Jan Durst and Bernadette Knight. Additionaly, | can't believe that we even had to
fight for this in the first place. My extremely limited knowiledge of the pension/finance industry aside, it doesn't
take such an expert to see that we've been had. This Is, quite simply, wrong on every imagineable level!

Joy Campbell

| would like professional advice/meeting to discuss PROS/CONS/resulting effects of each option or any other
option that would enable me fo make an informed decision

Theresa Yeh

Based on what I've read so far, this seems to be the best option at this time.

Patrick Chan

Based on the information available to me, | prefer this option. | wouldn't mind having a2 meeting fo clarify the
impact of each options.

Aiteen Cemi

"BASE COMMENT 1 (March 13 8am)" - "l am opposed to the amended agreement because of what may be a
termporary drop in surplus, and GWL's apparent responsibility for that drop in surplus because of the effect of
the plan's investment policy {e.g. investing in assets with durations significantly shorter than the liabilities)."

editor: DAA
No amendments should be made without a vote or at least a meeting with the Partial Windup Group!

Dan Anderson

[CLA retired pensioner not in the windup group]

> | support the rationale for "BASE COMMENT 1 (March 13 8am)" and support windup group members who
want to have the option of retaining their rights to future distributable surplus under option 2.

> note: for option 2,the following is a link to the specifics of that option as described prior to March 11 in the
Canadalifers@yahocogroups.com discussion forum, and indicates the date of any subsequent clarifications per

subsequent discussions (last update 2013-03-13 11 :30am):
http://www3.sympatico.cafdan.andersonlcLA—PEN—SURP/opﬁon-Z.pdf

That document also contains links 1o the supporting rationale for such an approach.

Ray Chan

deferred-retired not in the wind-up group

Anne Carey

1 am considering bringing 2 new Action against all the parties.

Jennifer McLean

The indicated selection is my current preference based on information
received so far, but we have not been provided with sufficient
information. We should receive communications that identify the
PROS/CONS/resulting effects of each such options, and a
professionally-supported mesting where we can collectively ask questions
and receive answers.

As a member of the PWU group | have come to fee! as though our best interests have been abandoned by
CLPENS Exec and Koskie Minsky. Further, my suspicions that these funds have been depleted by the

Jan Durst machinations of GWL/Canada Life seem more and more likely all of the time. 1 have long wondered how anyone
in our business - let alone a pension actuary - would underestimate the # of individuals who would remain in the
plan to secure their guarantees. Fauity at best. Deliberate?

Maria We should not Jet them walk away with all of our money

Maggie Wong First choice is Option #2, Second choice is Option #1 - | hope the Honorable Judge sees our petition and give us

ex-Canada Life employes / pension members in this petition some faimess. Thamk you.

1of2




535 @29

First & Last
Name

COMMENTS, OR YOUR VERSION OF AN OFTION 3 7%
{describie in your own words andlor for more generat commants you can make referance to one of the
BASE COMMENT fines from the first ling betow - please do not edit an existing BASE COMMENRT)

note: you can save a backup copy of updated patition results by clicking on the *File / Download As’
menu option located under the word ‘Petition’ In the top left camer.

“BASE COMMENT 1 {March 13 8am)" - "} am opposed to ths amended agreement because of what may be &
termporary drop in surplus, and GWL's apparent responsibility for that drop in surplus because of the effect of
the plan's investment policy {e.g. investing in assets with durations significantly shorter than the liabilities).”
editor:DAA

"RASE COMMENT 2 {{Marsh 13 8am}” - "The indicated selection is my current preference based on
finformation received so far, but we have not besn provided with sufficient information. We should receive
communications that ideniify the PROS/CONS/resulting effects of each such options, and a professionally-
supported mesting where we can collectively ask questions and receive answers.” editor: DAA

BASE COMMENT 3 (March xoc &) editor: o

BASE COMMENT 4 (March xx¢ ©): editor: ¢

61
69

74

79

84

85

86

100

101

Bernadetie
Knight

| concure with comments made by Jan Durst . 1 am by ho means an expert on finance but have seen my small
investments rise overall over these difficuii times It does make one wonder what has been going on

Terri Dale

option 2 is my

Kim Gadd

"The benefits of deferring the settiement to a later date far outweigh setlement at present, given the current
economic interest rate environment". It is in the interest of all class members to defer settlement to a later date
when interest rates are more favourable, and not at historically low rates as they are at present.

Ljiljana Lila
Toamsic-

Option 2!

Thomas Luk

| fully support option 2

Peter B. Broad

Option 2 and more transparency on all parties involved as we the class members seem fo be left out of the loop.
Fuller and more open disclosure is required. )

Lynn Mugent

i don't fesl we have been provided with full disclosure on how these calculations have been made. If the public
knew how mishandled the funds have been-only basing this on my understanding of the information they have
provided us to date-l wonder how potential clients would feel on the security of their own funds?

Pension plan members should not be penalized for the poor financial

Patrick Garel rate of return of the fund subsequent 1o the dete of launching the
lawsuit
Any current setlement should be based on the original setlement terms, with the original settlement
assumptions, i.e. payouts should be in line with the estimates we were given when we gave approval fo the terms
Paul Ludzki of settlement. | see no reason why amendments should be made 1-2 years later, a period during which interest

rates did not change. The company should not benefit from playing actuarial games over extra time.

20f2
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&R kiect: Court Hearing - Petition and Requesied Modifications
Erom® Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca>

n Date: Thu, {i4 Mar 2013}37:26:’19 -0400 :

M?z%T@: Allen Loney President and CEO <allen.loney@gwl.ca>, Calthy Weaver - VP Human Resources LL

T 7 <Cathy.Weaver@gwl.ca>, Wally Robinson - Canada & London Life Pensions <wally robinson@londoniife.com>, Wib Antler _
CLPENS rep <wlantier@rogers.com>, Ed Barrett - CLPENS rsp <barrsite178@rogers.com>, Gary Nummelin - CLPENS rep
<gnummelin@sympatico.ca>, Alex Harvey - CLPENS rep via CLPENS <clpens@rogers.com>, David Kidd - CLPENS rep
<AlCoHeKidd@sympatico.ca>, Bilan Lynch - CLPENS rep <brian.lynch@ingcanada.com>, Jim Martin - CLPENS rep
<jimartin@sympatico.ca>, Shriram Mulgund - CLPENS rep <mulgund@sympatico.ca>, Mark Zigler - Koskis Minsky
<mzigler@kmiaw.ca>, Clio Godkewitsch - Koskie Minsky zcgodkewitsch@kmlaw.ca>, Anthony Guinden - Koslde Minsky
<aguindon@kmiaw.ca>
CC: Edward Koh <edwardkoh@hotmail.com>, Judy Eng-Ngow <Jngow@yahoo.ca>, Susan Marles
<susan.marles@yahoo.com>, Dave Dankevy <ddankevy@rogers.com>, Jerome Bochnak <jerome.bochnak@gmail.com>,
Colleen McDougall <cmedougali@sympatico.ca>, Nilesh Sheth znilesh_sheth_29@yahoo.coi>, Oliver Rajmoolie
<rajmoolie0624@roger.com™, Bruce Tushingham <ptushingham@hotmail.com>, Firne MacKenzie <mackpf@gmail.corn>, Gloria
Noga <gloria_noga@hotmail.com>, Mait Bazkur <matt_bazkur@yahoo.ce>, David van Rees <davevr99@gmail.com>, David
van Rees <davevro9@gmail.com>, Tony Valeri <tvaleri@sympatico.ca>, Greg Stubbs <gregjstubbs@rogers.com>, Bruce Babin
<bjjbabin@gmail.com>, "Jackie (Jaclyn) Kader" <jaclynkader@yahoo.ca>, Jim Bowery <jrbowery@sympatico.ca>, Heidi Franke
<hfranke0727 @rogers.com>, Joy Campbell <joy.campbell@sympatico.ca>, Theresa Yeh <tyeh@sympatico.ca>, Patrick Chan
<patrickschan@rogers.com>, Alleen Comi <acomi@rogers.com=>, Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca>, Abdulia
Kamdar <abdullakamdar@rogers.com>, Richard Koo <lkoo1511@rogers.com>, Keras Garda <garda@rogers.com>, Allan
Hignell <hignell.rley@sympatico.ca>, Marie Pacheco <pachecomarie@yahoo.ca>, Monica Rimler <Monica.7 @live.ca>,
Georgina Findlay <inafindlay203@yahoo.ca>, Antonina Marchello <antonina_marchallo@yahoo.com>, Cathryn Bowers
<ylearn@hotmail.com>, Patti Wong <pattiwong@rogers.com=, Bruce Kawakami <bkkami@rogers.com>, Jamshed Butt
<jamshed.butt@nbfc.com>, Elizabeth Clark <bettyclark101@yahoo.ca>, Linda Young <linda_fawcett_young@hotmail.com>,
Ray Chan <chanhk868@yahoco.ca>, Louise Tang <s7n_@hotmail.com>, Cindy Ramsundar <cindy.ramsundar@yahoo.com>,
Anne Carey <anne_carey@rogers.com>, Stanley Ho <bht58scar@yahoo.com>, Jennifer Mclean
<flyingwhitedove@yahoo.com>, Peter Kirichuk <kirichukpeter@gmail.com>, Meg Sanders <meggem@sympatico.ca>, Marilyn
Findlay <marilyn findlay@sympatico.ca>, Kevin Speight <k_sp8@yahco.com>, Jan Durst <janicedurst@rogers.com>, Maria
Bitikopoulos <Biligrirr@hotmail.corm>, Maggie Wong <maggywong88@yaheo.ca>, Mary Chang <mcy_chang@hotmail.com>,
Joanne Palmieri <jojo_pai@hotmail.com>, Cathy Tsagaris <cathytsagaris@hotmeil.com>, soula filtsos
<sfilttso@my. centennialcollege.ca>, Teresa Balcos <Tbalcos@yahoo.com>, Nancy Woo <nancywoo22@yahoo.ca>

March 14, 2013 7:20am EST

TO: GWL and CLPENS representatives
cc: CLAPEetitioners

re: Pensioners Petition and Requested Modification to Proposed Amendment

Greetings,

As noted in other correspondence, new information has emerged regarding the drop in surplus and the specifics of proposed
amendments, prompting class action members to express their concerns with a renewed vigor.

This correspondence is intended to highlight what now seems to be the overwhelming preference of partial windup members to
have a Retain-Rights option of deferring the cashout of their proportionate rights to distributable surplus. This preference is in
the context of the huge unrealized losses reflected in the current reporting of distributable surplus, primarily as a result of the

plan's investment policy from 2008 to the present.

In supporting that Retain-Rights approach (referenced in the attached interim petition as Option 2), the windup members are not
seeking to alter the original surplus agreement's determination of their percentage share of the distributable surplus as would be
measured at a single fixed 'settlement date', nor are they seeking to modify the other terms of the amendments to the agreement
other than the timing for the cashout of their rights to distributable surplus. They are not seeking to deny other class action
members their agreed-upon settiements. They are not seeking to reduce GWL's percentage share of the distributable surplus.
They are simply asking that the timing for when they cash out their respective percentage shares of the distributable surplus be
reasonably optional so that they have the opportunity to share with GW.L in the potential for an improved / restored future level of

the distributable surplus.

17/03/2013 10:33 Pt
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it seerns clear at this stags that a deferral of the march 18 court hearing would be necessary 1o ailow the paries to modiy the

oropesed amended agreement aiter determining and communicating speciiics regarding how the Retain-Rights epproach wouid
be implemenied, and to confirm what the expectations and potential implications would be for ths cless aciion members.

A pra
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Attached is'a snapshoi of the current peliiion-n-prograss,
s¥achad: “Petiion To Obfect To The Proposed Amended

as downloaded this morning from the following fink:
hitps://docs.goodle. cam/spreadshseetfccc?key=0AdY 5 DDuKaGwW T TONLeFNHR {ADYSEQY h VmiicHeRusp=sharing

munication is fo help confirm that the email addresses for the various petiiioners are valid email

A related purpose for this com
hen you posied or revised

addressas, and to ask petitioners who have not done so fo update the columns that identify the date wi
your selection and identify your "member category”. Please review the attached to confirm that it reflects your current selection

and comments, and make any necessary cofrections.

By including herein the current email distribution list for the petitionars, representatives also have an opporiunity to address or
clarify the shared concerns directly with those petitioners. ’

| Content-Type:  application/pdf |
option-2.pdf: ype . pplication/p |
Content-Encoding: baseb4

17/03/201310:33 P
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Zubject: Petition By Class Action iMembers - Proposed Amended Surplus Agreement

From: Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca> )

Date: Wed, {13 Mar 2013}12:22:02 -0400

== Ty Allen Loney President and CEO <allen.loney@gwl.ca>, Calthy Weaver - VP Human Resources LL
<Cathy.Weaver@gwl.ca>, Yvally Robinson - Canada & London Life Pensions <wally.robinson@londonlife.com>, David Kidd -
CLPENS rep <AlCoHeKidd@sympatico.ca>, Alex Harvey - CLPENS rep <dpens@rogers.cor>, Other CLPSENS reps
<clpens@rogers.com>, Mark Zigler - Koskie finsky <mzigler@kmlaw.ca>, Clio Godkewitsch - Koskie Minsky
<ggodkewitsch@kmlaw.ca>
©C: "Canadalifers@yahoogroups.com’” <Canadalifers@yahcogroups.com>

by email
fiarch 13, 2013

To: Alan Loney, President and CEO, GWL
To: Other GWL Representatives

To: CLPENS representatives

To: Koskie Minsky

cc. Canadalifers discussion forum

re: Petition By Class Action Members - Proposed Amended Surplus Agreement

The following link is to a petition-in-progress for Class Action hMembers for purposes of the March 18 Court hearing:

hitps: /idocs. googdie.com/spreadsheeticcc7key=0ArlY 5AwDDUKIdGwW1 TONLeFNHR1AOYOEQY XNhVmifcHe&usp=sharing

The petition was started yesterday.

You are invited 1o monitor the progress of this petition and, via this Canadalifers discussion forum, provide any additional
information that would help the class action members with regards to a better understanding of the comparative advantages and
disadvantages of the alternative approaches. They have the flexibility within the structure of the petition to modify their
preferences prior to the Court hearing. We would also welcome your identifying that petition link to other Class Action Members
so they might have an open forum to express their views.

The members would hope for an informed constructive resolution rather than an adversarial approach.

The proposed approach of "Retain Rights to Distributable Surplus, in (notionally) Segregated Windup Fund" would seem to be a
reasonable modification of the current proposed amended surplus sharing agreement. If the financial circumstances improve, as
expected by the various parties and the pension fund's investment policy, then that would seemto be good news all the way

around.

Further details regarding OPTION 2 are available at the following link (which in turn contains links to documents that provide
much of the supporting rationale for OPTION 2): :

h’ctp://wwwasvmpatico.ca/dan.anderson/CLA—PEN—SURP/option-z.pdf

But even with the support shown by class action members, that support would be conditional on a clearer
understanding provided to them by GWL and the CLPENS representatives regarding the proposed implementation
details, and the overall implications in the context of the financial negotiations.

OPTION 2 just seems a much more reasonable approach than the current proposal of compelling a 2013 7 2014 cashout of their
surplus entittements, depending on the implementation details, and an approach that seems well justified by the actions and
responsibilities of the respective parties.

Sincerely,
Dan Anderson

1 » 17/03/201310:29F
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This docurnent lzst updated March 18, 2013 2:00pm  DAA
Current version iz accessible ats LINK

Canada Life Pension Surplus for Partial Windup Group

RETAINED-RIGHTS APPROACH

Contents

A. March 11, 2613 submission for March 18 Court hearing
B. Subsequent clarifications or revisions

C. Additional Links

D. Disadvantages of Retained-Rights Approach

€. Advantages of Retained-Rights Approach

A. March 11, 2013 submission for March 18 Court hearing. Described belowisa proposed
modification for the proposed amended agreement of surplus sharing. The modification involves
an approach that had been under discussion per the Canadalifers@vahoogroups.com discussion
forum up to and including March 11, 2013 and submitted to class action legal counsel Koskie
Minsky March 11, 2013 in advance of March 18, 2013 Court hearing oh proposed amended
surplus sharing agreement. [The term "notionally” has been added to the title, consistent with

the March 12 clarifications.]

Retain Rights to Distributable Surplus, in Notionally-Segregated Windup Pension Fund

a) Agreement on % share of surplus. Stop the legal expenses and recognize that the main
result of the legal action has been to establish an agreement on the proportionate share
of the surplus in the windup group segregated fund (along with the effect of the proposed
amendments). The settlement date, which could be as at Dec 2011 or Dec 2012 would be
primarily for the purpose of finalizing those % shares.

b) Continue to segregate the windup pension plan. Because of the inappropriate
investment mix that has been positioned to produce leveraged gains only when interest
rates rise, the windup fund should continue to be segregated until there is a reasonable
opportunity for the surplus to be restored (excluding of course any additional pension
contributions that GWL might make ... which seems unlikely anyway),

¢} Individuals decide when to cash out their % share. Rather than being forced to cash
out your share of the surplus when things are so bad, individuals would retain their

" Pagelofd
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proportionate intevest in the surplus as it rebuilds in the fund, and every year or every 3
vears when the fund would be revelued anyway for ongoing reporting, individuals would
have the option to take out their share of the surplus, with this option staving in effect
subject to a mandatory payout after, say, 9 years {or longer) if no election was made prior
to that point.

d} GWL gets to withdraw surplus only as individuals cash out thelr % share. CLA windup
members would benefit from the fact that GWL also retains a financial interest inthe
surplus in the fund because GWL would only be able to remove a portion of that surplus
as individuals remove their proportionate share of the surplus.

e) How can this approach be implemented without unnecessary caomplications and
expense? The real value in this approach is individuals retaining the option of deciding
when to cash out, and retaining that option for an extended period of time. The % shares
of the distributable surplus would not have to change over time other than to recognize
that distributable surplus would itself be proportionately smaller as others have taken out
their share. There is no need to complicate the process by making an argument that
individual % shares change as individuals age relative to their retirement date.

8. Subseguent clarifications or revisions.

1. March 12, 2013: OPTION 2. The above approach is identified as OPTION 2 in the petition
being prepared by CLA class action members.

2. March 12, 2013 clarification: Notionally-Segregated. The ongoing segregation of the windup
plan assets would only be for the purpose of financially tracking the financials (in particular the
future build-up of distributable surplus), and it would not be a true segregation in the event of

something like insolvency.

3. March 15, 2013. "Retain-Rights" Approach. Forthe sake of brevity, the above approach is
also being described in various correspondence as the Retained-Rights approach.

4. March 15., 2013. Determining materiality for implementation purposes. An implementation
of the Retained-Rights approach would likely consider a materiality limit on whether an individual

would have the option of deciding in future when to cash out their share of distributable surplus

5. March 15, 2013. Including a draft summary in sections D and E for various advantages and
disadvantages noted in prior communications.

Page 2 of 4
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¢, Additional Links

To request further clarifications of the intentions regarding the approach as described above,
please post comments and questions at the discussion forum Canadalifers@yahoogroups.com

Eor the maii rationale considerations regarding the above approach, see sections D and E
{advantages and disadvantage) and the attached documentation provided for the March 18,
2013 Court hearing, and the related petition website:

1. Rationale for retained-rights approach {March 11 submissions}):

A shertened quick-link: retained-rights-rationalg, or:
http://www?,.svmpatico.ca/dan.anderson/CLA—PEN-SURP/retainéng-rights-windup—zo13—03—11.pdf

2. Fred Taggart's March 8 subrnission commentary:

http://www3.sympatico.ca/dan.anderson/CLA-PEN-SURP/FT-2013-03-08.pdf
_ {you may need to download to your computer for a better image)

3. Website for March 12-17 2013 Petition:

A shortened quick-link: petition, or (remove line-break):
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/cccPkey=0ArYSXwDDUKIdGw1TONLeFINHR1AOYOEOYXNhY
mifcHc&usp=sharing

IE PROBLEMS ACCESSING PETITION ... first click on the following link (a Google Docs bug}:
https://accounts.google.com/logout

4. Current version of this document:

hitp://www3.sympatico.ca/dan.anderson/CLA-PEN-SURP/option-2.pdf

D. Disadvantages of the Retained-Rights Approach

1

Administration - surplus payouts. There would be some basic administration costs with
regards to advising members in future of the revised amount of distributable surplus to
which they would be entitled, and processing their request if they decide to take their
payment at that time. The company would try to minimize such costs, perhaps through
access to a website with each member having a personal password.

Administration - notional segregation. There would be some bookkeeping costs
associated with the notional segregation of the assets (and liabilities) for the purposes of
tracking distributable surplus, aithough such an approach was already contempiated by
the current draft amended agreement which provided for ongoing segregation up until
Dec 2014 for purposes of tracking the distributable surplus.

Uncertainty. The amount of future distributable surplus is uncertain, as has been
illustrated in the experience from 2006 to 2012,

Frequency of option. The option to cash out might be presented annually or less
frequently, but that would be a negotiated item.

Other?

Page3of4
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£, Advantzses of the Reteined-Rights Approach

fomit

i

Beneficial to both GWL and windup meambers. Both GWL and the windup group
mermbers would have the potential/expected opportunity to withdraw a higher level of
distributable surplus in future, more consistent with the original tevel of the pariial
windup surplus. Windup group members aware of this approach are advecating for its
implernentation (see petition}.

Legitimate / ethical option to extend to the windup group members. When the windup
was declared, windup group members were entitled to share in a total distributable
surplus of over $100 million, and the only issue at hand was what proportion of the
surplus they would be entitled to. By the time a decision was made on their
proportionate share, the estimated total distributable surplus had fallen to about $50
million. Subsequently it has dropped to about $3 million. The primary reason for the
drop appears to be the plan's investment policy. The balance of the rationale regarding
"legitimacy” is contained in the documents accessible by the links in section C.

No adverse effect on other class members. See the comments under "consistency with
original agreement” and "consistency with proposed amended agreement”.

Consistency with original agreement. The windup group members are not seeking to
change the percentage of distributable surplus to which they would be entitled, nor does
the retained-rights approach alter the amounts to which other class members are
entitled. The retained-rights approach would allow all members the opportunity to
receive exactly the same amount to which they would be entitled under the unmeodified
amended agreement, including those members in the windup group who decide they
want to cash out their share of the surplus at the settlement date.

Consistency with proposed amended agreement. Except for the modification of allowing
individuals the right to make a future decision on when to cash out their % share of
distributable surplus (when hopefully distributable surplus has recovered from the
current level), the retained-rights approach is consistent with the proposed amended
agreement.

Flexibility. Windup group members can cash out their proportionate share as at the
settlement date, or can defer the decision when to take their cash out.

Administration - notional segregation. The current draft amended agreement already
anticipated an ongoing notional segregation of the assets and liabilities, but just for a
shorter time period (until Dec 2014).

Only notional segregation of assets. In the unlikely event of insolvency, the combined
assets of the partial windup pension group and the prior 'ongoing’ pension group would
be available collectively (although it is likely there would no longer be any further
distributions of distributable surplus).

Other?
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March 15, 2013

Subraitted to Koskie-Minsky lawyers

re: March 18, 2013 Court Hearing on Proposed Amended Surplus Shating Agreernent
(CLA/IRA)

Dan Anderson - Personal Background for the Court's Consideration

R

1. Class Category: Iam in the CLA retired-pensioner category and not a member of the
CLA windup group.

2. Presentations to court. Inthe March 11 submission and at the March 18 Court hearing,
my intention is to assist the Court by providing them with information that I believe is
critically relevant to the Court's decision regarding how to proceed on the proposed
amended agreement.

3. Modification to proposed amended agreement. Although I will express concerns for
the high ongoing legal costs and would seek for those costs to stop accumulating, I will
speak in support of the Judge directing the negotiating parties to return to the negotiating
table with hopefully a time-restricted focus on giving specific consideration to
incorporating the Retained-Rights approach into the agreement, if they can reach
agreement to do so.

4. Support of the original agreement. Except to the extent that surplus has dropped, I will
be speaking in support of the original agresment that I and other members were a party to
and ] understand to be a binding agreement except to the extent that modifications are
required as a result of the subsequent drop in surplus that we now are aware would have
been a direct and foreseeable result of the partial windup plan's investment policies and
practices, particularly in the period from 2008 to the present.

5. Support of the amended agreement. Except for speaking in support of modifying the
amended agreement to incorporate the Retained-Rights approach, I will be speaking in
support of the amended agreement as it has been agreed upon and proposed by the
negotiating parties.

6. Expertise. In these matters, I don't present myself as an expert on anything,
7. Representation. Idon't represent any professional organization. ’

8. Representation. I don't purport to represent anyone else in these communications nor in
the Court hearing; not the action class, not the CLA group, not the ongoing pensioners,
not the partial windup group, not the petitioners and no other individuals or groups.

9. Actuarial background. Following a 17-year actuarial career at Aetna Life / Excelsior, I
worked at Canada Life 1990-1999 and 2001-2002.

10. Senior actuarial rele at Canada Life valuing pension liabilities (insured annuities
and GICs). I joined Canada Life as the Group Pension Valuation Actuary. Ireported to
VP Rich Miles while I was in Group Pension (and briefly reported to VP Fred Taggart

Pagelof2
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when Rich was transferred to HR). From 1990 to 1994, in addition to responsibilities for
financial plarming and analyzing divisional earpings, I was the divisional signing actuary
with hands-on professional responsibility for the in-house actvarial valuation of the
Canadizn and U.S. Group Pension liabilities, which totaled $5.2 billion, including both
insured snnuities and GICs. In addition to reporting to Rich Miles (and later Fred
Taggart) I had a dual-reporting relationship, to Horace MecCubbin as the Chief Actuary,
and subsequently Rob Smithen.

Experience analyzing financial implications of asset and pension Hability cash flow
duration structures relative to changes in projected future interest rates. A major
part of the actuarial valuation responsibilities, both in the Group Pension area, and in my
subsequent role as the Group Life and Health Valuation Actuary (when [ reported to VP
Joe Gilmour), included obtaining projected asset cash flows from the investment area,
comparing the duration structures of the asset and Hability cash flows, and applying
scenario testing to the duration mismatch of the assets and liabilities to determine the
implications on the value of the liabilities of a wide range of twenty or more scenarios of
how projected future interest rates might change. To the extent that cash flows were
matched, future interest rates would have no effect, but to the extent that there were
duration mismatches, the effect on 'surplus’ (the difference between the present value of
the projected asset and liability cash flows) could be very dramatic.

Prior involvement in controversial pension issues. Ibave been actively involved in
controversial issues prior to this, in support of individuals who appear to be getting ripped
off. You can refer to my website where, subsequent to months and years of extensive
communications within the profession and with regulators, [ documented concerns
regarding the apparent ripoff of individuals taking pension commuted values
(www.commutedvalues.com), even though I had already personally elected to stay with
the pension plan rather than take a commuted value. In the past, 1 have also actively
participated in discussions in the discussion forum Nortel Pension@yahoogroups.com,
where Nortel pensioners have been impacted by the insolvency of Nortel. My
participation in the Nortel pensioners group started in 2004 to bring to their attention
concerns about the proposed changes to the CIA standards for commuted values, and
during the more recent insolvency negotiations I corresponded in support of the disabled
pensioners, where their health fund was being ripped off by the other pensioners.

Volunteer basis. My input on this and other issues has always been on a strictly
volunteer basis, where I share the concerns that have been identified and where my
background enables, and in some respects obligates me, to help address some of the
challenges in understanding and communicating the related considerations.

Page 2 0of 2
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March 11, 2013 Submission by Dan Anderson
1. Rationale for Retained-Rights Approach

2. Summary of Reasons for Drop in Surplus 2006-2012

Koskie-Minsky's
March 13, 2013

Supplementary Motion Document

Pages 57 to 67

/Attached are replacement pages for pages 66 to 67
which had readability problems due to printout of shaded fields
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partial Windup Group's Segregated Pension Fund Surplus

See commentary In notes below the summary.

- CLPENS split? -

{S millians)

Start of Period 2006-12-31 | 2008-12-31 2011-06-30 | 2008-12-31 E 2011-12-31 E 2006-12-31
2 years 2yr, 6 mo 6mo 3 years 8 months 5yrs, 8 mo
Starting surplus 103.4 71.8 54.0 71.8 11.3 103.4
Revision to est. windup expenses:
a) expense paid {*2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
b) revised est future pay't (*2} -2.8 -10.8 -12.7 -12.7
¢} deduct starting estimate (*2} 2.8 9.8 10.8 2.8
net change in est. expense ~-7.0 0.0 -1.0 -1.0 1.8 -9.9
interest on surplus 15.8 7.8 1.6 9.5 0.2 255
Surplus transfers {*1} 0.0 0.0 6.1 6.1 6.1
Primary surplus changes - split? -
1. Net MV changes (*3) to:
a) MV adj liabilities 5.7 -11.2 -51.2 -62.4 -5.2 -61.9
b) MV adj supporting assets -23.3 7.3 1.5 8.7 0.0 -14.6
Net MV adjustment >> -17.6 -4.0 -49.8 -53.7 -5.2 -76.5
2.'Gain' from individuals taking lump-
sum payouts (*4):
a) realized 'gain' on payouts 0.0 7.7 1.3 9.0
b) revised expected future gains see *4 see ¥4 0.0
¢} deduct prior expectation -25.4 -29.5 -3.1 -58.0
Net 'gain' from payouts >> -25.4 -21.8 0.0 -21.8 -1.8 -49.0
Balance 2.6 0.0 -0.9 0.4 0.0 3.0
Ending surplus 71.8 54.0 10.0 11.3 2.6 2.6
End of Period 2008-12-31 2011-06-30 2011-12-31 2011-12-31 2012-08-31 2012-08-31
er surplus 1.pg5of
pg 12 of PErsurplus | o192 0f | 2012-10-11
2008ye valn estimate in 2011 ye valn | trnsfr report
Data Sources >> CLPENS™ : combined
report letter report 2. Amy info
Sept 2009 Sept 2012) | 2012-10-09
(Sep ) (May 2012) (Sep ) -

*1 _ the surplus transfers relate to revised surplus allocations, relative to the non-windup
group, per various data changes regarding the original split of the liabilities between both groups.

*7 _ The total cumulative windup expenses (also called settlement expenses) to be p%?d at time of the
settlement for legal, administrative, actuarial and communications costs, including interest, increased

- from an expected value prior to 2006 YE of $4.7 million (already deducted from the starting surplus) to
an expected level as at Aug 31, 2012 of $12.7 million. Apparently the current expected level as at March

2013 is $13.7 million. This would be in addition to whatever expenses might have already been paid

but not identified explicitly in the surplus movements?

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xIsx

*4
#4
*4
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#3 - pV {market value) changes would be expected here to generally net {o zero, except to the
‘etent that the investment policy tock a gamble on either the equity markets {pre-2008) or
{post-2008) invested in bonds that had an average remaining term significantly shorter than the
average term of the liahilties, hoping for a net gain If interest rates increased but guaranteeing
substantial leveraged market value losses (i.e. MV of lizbilities would increase withgut a
corresponding increase to the supporting assets) if interest rates fall, which is what happened.

“4a - Notably, the approach of a collective 'gain’ from lump sum payouts seems unreascnable in the
context of the windup allocations, although one could argue in this case that the other windup group
members may not in fact have have profited from that windfall gain, to the extant that the fund
management's investment policies have more than wiped out such potential 'gains'?

*4h - Eor this lump-sum (commuted values) category of profits, it is the net of these two numbers
that matters here. To make it easier to tie back to the reports {(and due to a lack of sufficient info)
the numbers do not respectively represent the full revised amount of surplus from commuted value
payouts and the full original expectation of such profits.

The following would be a more complete presentation of this item:

2.'Gain' from individuals taking lump- 2 years 2yr,6mo 5 mo 3 years 8 moanths S yrs, 8 mo
sum payouts (*4):
a) realized 'gain' on payouts 8.0 7.7 13 9.0
b) revised expected future gains 32.6 3.1 0.0 0.0 %4
c) deduct prior expectation -58.0 -32.6 3.1 -58.0 4
-25.4 -20.8 -1.0 -21.8 -1.8 -49.0

So it appears that there was an expected 'gain’ of $58 million as part of the surplus estimate, and
the result was a gain of only $9 million. A rather illusory notion of a questionable form of surplus.

*4¢ - The 8 month estimate (Dec 2011 to Aug 31 2012} for the adjustment to the "gain’ from individuals
taking lump sum cashouts is apparently based on the 2012-10-09 memo noted above (i.e. the
difference between the ending surpluses of 5.7 and 2.6), but might also be some conservatism in the
overall estimated surplus provided by the negotiating team. Nevertheless, the figure has heen used to
estimate back to 2006YE what the estimated gain was expected to be from individuals taking lump sum

payouts.

*5 _ For the 8 months ending Aug 31, 2012 the surplus reconciliation in the 2012-10-11 transfer
document seems inconsistent with (and misleading relative to) the approach taken in the prior years'
valuation reports. For example, instead of identifying interest on surplus, it shows a much higher
amount for interest on liabilities instead, which results in an apples and oranges comparison in the
analysis. Also {in addition see the comments for *4c. The presentation also raises the question
whether "interest on pending expense reimbursement” which is disclosed in this document is not
disclosed in the the other surplus movements ??

CLA pension surplus 2006 to 2012 - draft 2013-03-10.xlsx 20f2
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#yhject: Re: [Canadalifers] Re: Kiv providing Court with March 12 am response o CLPENS' comments

E . Respor *g@?gﬁ%@

Erom: Dan Anderson <dan.ahderson@sympatico.ca>

Date: Sun, 17 Mar 2013 15:31:51 -0400

To: Mark Zigler <mzigler@kmlaw.ca>, "GALWAY, JEFF” <JEFF.GALWAY @blakes.com>, iohn-field@hicksmorley.com

GC: "Clio M. Godkewitsch” <cgodkewitsch@kmlaw.ca>, Anthony Guindon <aguindon@kmiaw.ca>, Canada Lite fiain Pension
Class Aciion <canadalifeclass@koskisminsky.com>, Canadal.ifers@yahoogroups.com, foreman@harisonpensa.com, David
Kidd <alcohekidd@sympatico.ca>, alexh@sympslico.cs, marcus.robertson@gmail. com, marenteites@rogers.com

PS. One additional important clarification. The assertion thet the objective of the Retained-Rights approach is to "improve o
the setflement” would be an errcnecus assartion with regards to the original setilemenit agreemen{. The intent of the
original setlement agreement was to distribute windup surplus in the general order of magnitude of $54 million, in the context
that it had been erronsously understood to be at that fime, unforfunately, economically equivalent to the original eniitlement level

of approx $103 million at 2008ye.

Establishing a process that allows the seitiernent entitlement to be increase above the current proposed level of §3 to $6 million
could not legitimately be considered seeking to improve on the original settlement agreement, nor seeking to improve over the
original entittement to surplus as at the original partial windup date. Certainly if opposing counsel's client had expectation that, in
the context of the plan's investment policy and the reversal of unrealized losses, the distributable surplus in future could exceed
$54 million or $103 million, then certainly it would be quite reasonable for the parties to agree onan appropriate cap, consistent
with the original intentions when the partial windup was declared, adjusted appropriately.

It bears repeating that a binding contractual agreement was established/accepted by the Court's order January 2012, and the
implementation of that agreement has been frustrated by the pension plan investment policies overseen by his client and by the
related financial information that appears to have been withheld by his client until after the Court;'s adopted the original

agreement.

weemmem Original Message ————
Subject: [CanadalLifers] Re: KM providing Court with March 12 am response to CLPENS' comments
From: Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca>

To: Mark Zigler <mzigler@kmiaw.ca>
Cc: "Clio M. Godkewitsch” <cgodkewitsch@kmiaw.ca>, Anthony Guindon <aguindon@kmiaw.ca>, Canada Life Main Pension

Class Action <canadalifeclass@koskieminsky.com>, Canadalifers@yahoogroups.com, jforeman@harrisonpensa.com,
"GALWAY, JEFF" <JEFF.GALWAY @blakes.com>, john-field@hicksmorley.com, David Kidd <alcohekidd@sympatico.ca>,
alexh@sympatico.ca, marcus.robertson@gmail.com, marentettes@rogers.com

Date: 17/03/2013 3:03 PM

Dear Mr. Zigler, (with queries as well for opposing counsef)

Thank you for those clarifications.
The following are a few considerations that seem to apply here:

1. "Option 2 is not acceptable ... not a realistic solution”.  In the context of your comment that "parties
are generally entitled to advance notice of all that is going to be raised at a hearing" will there be any insights
provided by the GWL representatives or yourselves in advance of the Court hearing as to why they do not
consider the Retained-Rights approach to be a realistic solution?

2. "Canada Life counsel advised us ... option 2 is not acceptable to his client”. In the context of your
comment that "parties are generally entitied to advance notice of all that is going to be raised at a hearing" will
there be any insights provided by the GWL representatives in advance of the Court hearing as to why such a
modification is not acceptable, in the context of the objective of complying with the intent and terms of the

original agreement.

3. "Canada Life counsel advised ... his client ... not prepared to discuss any changes to the
settlement”. Thank you for raising that consideration with opposing counsel with regards to discussing such
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such an approach if s a result of the Court hearing the Judge directs the parties 1o retum 1o the negotiating
tabie, in the context that & hinding contractual agreement was established/accepted by the Court's order

- January 2012, and the implementation of that agresment has been frustrated by the pension plan investment

nolicies overseen by his client and by the releted financial information that appears to have been withheld by his
clisrt until aftar the Courty's adopted the original agresment.

Best regards,
Dan Anderson

——————— Original Message -

Subject: Re: KM providing Court with March 12 am response to CLPENS' comments

From: Mark Zigler <mzigler@kmlaw.ca>

To: Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@sympatico.ca>, Clio M. Godkewitsch <cgodkewitsch@kmlaw.ca>,
Anthony Guindon <aguindon@kmiaw.ca>

Ce: "Canada Life Main Pension Class Action” <canadalifeclass@koskieminsky.com>,
Canadalifers@yahoogroups.com, iforeman@harrisonpensa,com, "GALWAY, JEFF"
<JEFF.GALWAY@blakes.com>, john-field@hicksmorley.com, "David Kidd"
<alcohekidd@sympatico.ca>, alexh@sympatice.ca, marcus.roberison@gmail.com,

- marentettes@rogers.com

Date: 17/03/2013 2:31 PM

Mr. Anderson:

1. All material was fo be filed in Court by last Monday march 11. We filed all objections at the
time, including yours. We sent it to Canada Life counsel and counsel for other parties as they
have a right to all material before the Court. Canada Life has filed no material regarding
tomorrow’s motion but we are taking the liberty of copying their counsel on your material so no
one is taken by surprise.

2. Itisup to the Judge if he wishes to entertain any material put forward after March 11. As a
courtesy we will bring copies of objections that were filed up to close of business on Friday
including your petition. However the judge will not have seen these in advance. Although we
understand your objective in trying to improve on the settlement, we indicated to you last week
that we do not think that the petition is relevant as it posits an approach that the court cannot
impose on Canada Life and is not a realistic solution. Canada Life counsel advised us by e-mail
on Friday afternoon that your option 2 is not acceptable to his client and that they are not -
prepared to discuss any changes to the settlement..

3. We cannot continually accept more supplementary documents all weekend and at Court
house door itself, particularly when you have already put your material and approach before
the Court. Parties are generally entitled to advance notice of all that is going to be raised at a
hearing. While we appreciate that you are not a lawyer, we advise you that it is best to simply
save your submissions for the court rather than continually sending new documents before the
hearing which the judge will not have seen. If you have supplemental information that you wish
to bring to Court you can do so on your own and ask for the Court to consider it with copies for
all parties. Mark Zigler

17/03/201310:23 F




550

The following question was presented to the plaintiff's and their legal counsel, but
would also be applicable to opposing counsel and clients.

During your negotiations ... did you have any
knowledge of the duration structure of the bond
holdings in the windup plan assets, relative to the
duration structure of the liabilities, and were you
aware that the primary reason for the huge drop in
surplus was because the duration structure of the
assets was dramatically shorter than the duration
structure of the liabilities, which would guarantee
huge losses if interest rates fell (but would
generate correspondingly large increases to
surpluses if / when interest rates increased) ?

It bears repeating that a binding contractual agreement was
established/accepted by the Court's order January 2012, and
the implementation of that agreement has apparently been
frustrated by the pension plan investment policies overseen
by opposing lawyers' clients and by the related financial
information that appears to have been withheld by the
clients until after the Courts adopted the original agreement.
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Subjssts [Canadalifers] re: urgent - A Messags fom the CLPEMS Executive Commi’rtee
From: Dan Anderson <dan.anderson@syimpaiico.ca>
Detar Tue, 12 Mar 2013 08:30:47 -0400
Ter "Canadalifers@yahoogroups.com® <Canadal ifers@yahoogroups.corms>
£ "CLPENS @rogers.com™ <clpens@rogers.con=, Clio Godkewitsch - Koskie Minsky <cgodkewitsch@kmlavw.ca>, idark Zigler
<mzgler@iamiaw.ca>, Wally Robinson - Canada & London Life Pensions <wsally.robinson@londenlife.com>, Calthy Weaver - VP
Human Resources LL <Cathy. Weaver@gwl.ca>, Alien Loney President and CEQ GWL. <allen.Joney@gwl.ca>

To: Canadasiifers+

In case some of the Canadalifer class action members are not included in the CLPENS's curreit amail distribution fist,
attached below is a March 12 email communication from the CLPENS executive commiitee.

The CLPEHS reps do deserve real oredit for sending cut this substantive March 12 email communication, albeit
belatedly and the day after the deadiine for your being able fo prepare and make a submission in advance of the March
18 court hearing.

The following seem io be particudarly notable with regards to that March 12 CLPENS communication:

a) Shared frustrations. There is an acknowledgment of the shared frustrations in the context of the proposed
outcome and the extended efforts made over the years by the voluntesr CLPENS representatives.

b) Pricrity on immediate cash payment for the IPA (Indago-Pelican-Adason) groups. The CLPENS
communication below highlights that issue as a key priority for them, and make the following statement: "Although
members of the IPWU (i.e. CLA) Group had little 1o lose ... the other partial wind-up groups (Indago, Adason, Pelican
Foods) had a lot to lose." ' '

In many respects the above is a strange comment since the current CLPENS proposal is for CLA members to cash out
their entitlement to distributable surplus and lock into their share of an unrealized 2006-2013 loss of at $50 million or
more, while the distributable surplus for the IPA groups has been reported as being stable or growing during that same
time period. Supposedly what we are talking about is a potential timing delay with regards to modifying the specifics of
the implementation process, rather than a question of hardball where GWL will now refuse to pay the negotiated surplus

payments 1o the [PA groups.

In that scenario of a relatively nominal delay in implementation, the 1PA groups would seem to have virtually nothing to

lose, and the CLA windup members have almost everything to lose.

¢) Not understanding the role of GWL-influenced speculative investment policy.

What seems to be the most notable aspect of the March 12 communication below is that this communication seems {o
re-corfirm that collectively the CLPENS representatives, in their negotiations with GWL, have not been informed by GWL
and/or have fundamentally not tnderstood the financial role of the segregated windup plan’s asset investment policy and

its responsibiiity for the drop in reported surplus.

The key issue is that the segregated windup plan's investment policy appears to have been either negligent or,
speculatively, specifically chose an asset mix with an'average duration structure that was much shorter than the average -
duration structure of the liabilities, resulting in the assurance of huge unrealized losses if interest rates decreased (while
anticipating that interest rates will eventually increase), and resulting in most of the huge drop in reported surplus.

l The CLPENS reps also do not communicate or acknowledge an understanding that such an investment policy would

supposedly also hold out assurance of a reversal of mest or all of such unrealized losses if and when interest rates

increase, and the expectation of correspondingly huge increases in surplus.

None of the class actioh members seem to be arguing that CLPENS reps should have "asked the Court to set aside the

17/03/20139:47PM
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{Canadalifers] re: urgent - A Message from the CLPENS Executive ..

previously-approved setilement on the grounds that it could not be implemented.” Thers seems to be scceptancs of the
agresemerit with regards to the defermination of the proporiionate share of distributable surplus. Thers Is no need ic
continue to incur extensive legal, ste costs. A decision can be reached (with perhaps some delay as implementation
snecifics are determined) and the priority payments can be made to the IPA groups.

So the shared view seems fo be a focus on implementation.

From an implementation point of view, the CLA windup group seem to be entitled to an opportunity to retain their
proportionate entitiement to distributable surplus, well beyond Dec 2014 if they individually choose to do so so, with the
objective of not locking into such a huge unrealized book-keeping loss. :

At the same time, GWIL would seem to be morally obligated to provide that opportunity to CLA windup members,
because GWL's unilateral influence on the plan's investment policy appears to be responsible for those unrealized
losses. With an appropriaie investment policy, the decline in interest rates should not have had anywhere near such a
negative impact on distributable surplus, and could even have resulted in an increase to the distributable surplus.

It would benefit the class action members if GWL and the CLPENS reps would identify and communicate, as determined
from their negotiations, what the advantages and disadvantages would be for an implementation process, as described
in the March 11 submission pdf, that would optionally retain individuals' rights to the distributable surplus in a segregated
windup plan. The understanding would be that an ongoing segregation of the windup plan assets would only be for the
purpose of financially tracking the financials (in particular the future build-up of distributable surplus), and it would not be
a true segregation in the event of something like insolvency.

It seems Important for the CLPENS reps to read and take an hour or so to understand the two pdf documents that have
been under development in the context of the Canadalifers discussion forum. It also seems important for other class

action members to have informed access fo those documents.

The above comments are provided on behalf of CLA class action members.

' PS. if you have not as yet submitted your comments to the lawyers, you will apparently now be blocked from personally
providing any sort of verbal or writien submission at the March 18 court hearing. In addition, | received correspondence
from the lawyers yesterday confirming that the CLPENS executives have refused to use their email distribution list to
make available the two information pdf documents that were discussed in this forum and that were part of the March 11
submissions. | will instead be asking that the lawyers post the two documents to their website as soon as possible, in
the context of posting March 11 submissions if submitters explicitly request that their submissions be posted. | will
provide them with a compilation copy of the pdfs which includes the cover email comments.

Original Message
Subject: A Message from the CLPENS Executive Committee

From: Pension Group <clpens@rogers.com>
To: dan.anderson@sympatico.ca

Date: 12/03/2013 6:39 AM
A Message from the CLPENS Executive Commit
in-addition to sharing your financial disappointment at the drastically reduced p. o be paid under our class ac
settfement; the CLPENS Executive Committee {EC) feels the pain of having so: ow for its many hours of work
over mahy years. '
In-addition-to pondering various consplracy theones the EC has:also wresth the question. of whether “we.cc
have done things differently”. On the first count, your £C has considered and rejected the posssblhty of man n

: and believes firmly-that the reduced values to be paidto the Integration Partial Wind-up group {“IPWU Group”) are the
result of developments in world financial markets and, more specrﬁcal!y, their impact on the ylelds on Governiment of
Canada real return bonds. On the-latter count, we believe that-our-actions were appropriate i in light of the. information
that was-available at thetir  The very longtime involved in drafting, agreeing to.and ;mplementmg the Surplus:
Sharmg Agreement was:clearly critical but, unfortunately, there was very little that your EC couid do to expedite the

20f5 17/03/2013 9:47 PM
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Definitions

Plan A short-form for The Canada Life Canadian Employees Pension Plan, a defined benefit pension plan sponsored
by The Canada Life Assurance Company. It is registered under registration number 0354563 with the Financial
Services Commission of Ontario (FSCO) and the Canada Revenue Agency.

settlement A document describing steps for resolving a dispute between two or more parties (individuals or groups)

propesal so that they can avoid having to decide the dispute in court. This information package describes a specific
settlement proposal - referred to In this package as the Settlerment Proposal or the Proposal.

surplus If there is more money in a registered pension plan fund than is required to mest all of the plan's pension
obligations 1o its members, then the excess is referred to as surplus.

surviving spouse | A surviving spouse is a person who Is receiving a pension from the Plan because he or she is the spouse of a
member who has died.

Wind-Up Group {ar
Non-PWU &roup)

Mames

Adason Adason Properties Limited*

Adason The committee that was formed to represent certain Plan members whose employment was terminated by

Committee Adason when the number of properties being managed by Adason decreased. The affected members were
notified of their termination between November 1, 1999 and February 28, 2001.

CLPENS A voluntary association of Plan members formally established in 2004 to advance members' interests regarding
the Plan. The association’s full name Is the Ganada Life Canadian Pension Plan Members’ Rights Group.

23

BL EN.S The executive commitiee of CLPENS,

Committee

Indage Indago Capital Management Inc.*

indago The committee that was formed to represent certain Plan members whose employment was terminated by Indago

Committee as a result of the February 26, 1939 merger of that company with Laketon Investment Management Ltd.

Non-Partial Individuals who are part of the Surplus Sharing Group (see below) but who are not part of the Partial Wind-Up

Group (see below).

Partial Wind-Up
Group (or PWU
Group)

Altindividuals affected by the declared or undeclared partial wind-ups related to the Plan (all three potential
Prior Partial Wind-Ups; that Is, the potential Prior Partial Wind-Ups affecting Indago, Adason and Pelican groups,
and the Integration Partial Wind-Up), as described in A Detafled Description of What You Need to Know
{green-bordered ftem D) in this package.

Parties to the

The original parties to the court action commenced in the Ontario Superior Court of Justice in April 2005 were

proceeding David Kidd and Alexander Harvey (former employees affected by the Integration Partial Wind-Up) and Canada
Ufe and the Plan Trustees. Messrs. Kidd and Harvey, referred to as Plaintifs, were subsequently joined by a
third Plaintiff (Jean Paul Marentette - also a former employee) in September 2005. As the Settement Proposal
proceeds forward, representatives from each of the Adason Commitiee, the Indago Committee and the Pelican
Committee will also be added as Plaintiffs in the proceeding.

Pelican Pelican Food Services Limited*

Pelican The commilttee that was formed to represent certain Flan members whose employment was terminated by

Committee Pelican as a result of the outsourcing of certain operations by Canada Life in 2001. .

Surplus Sharing | The individuals who are eligible for financial benefits if the Settlement Proposal deseribed in this package

Group recetves all the necessary approvals. Members of this group are also cafled “efigible members” in this document.

Tne Surplus Sharing Group includes both the PWU Group and the Non-PWU Group.

*Employees of these companies were also members of the Plan. The individuals included in this Proposal are the employees of these companies whose membership in the
Plan ended following certain corporate events batween 1999 and 2001. A Detailed Description of What You Need to Know {green-bordered item D) provides more detaits.

Note: The information package that includes this Infarmation and Instruction Guide refers to a Settlement Proposal related to The Canada Life Canadian Employees
Pension Plan (the "Plan"). While every effort has been made to ensure that these materials are accurate, in the event of any error, omission or discrepancy between
what is said in the information package and what s contained in efther the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the Flan, the provisions of the Surplus Sharing Agreement
and the terms of the Plan, both as may be amended from time to time, as well as the terms of any applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall Hovern,
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Meanwhile, three other groups of employees, whose employment with Canada Life had been terminated before
the start date of the Integration PWU period, were pursuing the possibility of a Partial Wind-Up relating to their
respective situations. These other groups, whose members may ultimately be included.in a Partial Wind-Up
relating to their own situation, are: the Indago group, the Adason group and the Pelican group. In 2007 and 2008,
representatives for each of these groups began to participate in the settlement discussions then taking place
between the Plaintifis and Canada Life. As a term of this proposed settlement, Canada Life intends to declare a
volunitary Partial Wind-Up in respect of each of these groups, if this Settlement Proposal proceeds.

Announcement of Setilement Propasal

{ s pleased fo report that we have now reached a comprehensive agreement with the Plaintifis and
representatives of the other groups. Provided that required member consents, and court and regulatory approvals
are obtained, the Settlement Proposal will include all of those covered by the four Partial Wind-Ups (the Integration
PWU, as well as the proposed Partial Wind-Ups affecting the Indago, Adason and Pelican groups), as well as those
affected only by the expense-related claim (active members of the Plan, defetred/vested members and pensioners),

At this time we wish to present the Settlement Proposal to you and other eligible members for your consideration.

Retails of the Settlement Proposal

If approved, the Settlement Proposal invalves, among other things, three key elements:
1. Eligible active Plan members will be able to suspend their contributions to the Plan for two years.

2. Plan members affected by a Partial Wind-Up (i.e., those includsd in the Integration PWU as well as those who will
be included in the proposed Partial Wind-Ups affecting the Indago, Adason and Pelican groups) and other Plan
members not included in a Partial Wind-Up (deferred/vested members and pensioners) will each receive a share
of the surplus assets related to the Partial Wind-Up of the Plan.

3. Canada Life will also receive a share of the surplus related to the Pariial Wind-Ups.

You should be aware that the Settlement Proposal is conditidnal. It must be supported by a significant majority
of eligible members in order to proceed. In addition, it will not proceed unless required court and pension regulatory
approvals are obtained. Therefore, we ask you to familiarize yourself with this information package, and then show
your support for the Settlement Proposa! as Instructed in the enclosed documents. Please complete and return the
“Decision Form” (orange-bordered item F).

Purpose of the Information Package

We realize that there is a great deal of information to read in this package and that some of it is quite technical.
However, it is Important that you fully understand the terms of the Settlement Proposal. Please start with “Your
Information and Instruction Guide” (black-bordered item A) that lists the various documents we have enclosed and
clearly explains what you have to do. Please complete and return the Decision Form,

Company and member representatives and their advisors will be holding information sessians in various cities
across Canada, to give eligible members the opportunity to get more information and to ask questions about the
Settlement Proposal. Details about those sessions are included on the “Sources of Information” (pink-bordered

item G). We encourage you to attend a session if you can.

After reviewing all the information provided to you, if you agree to the Settlement Proposal, please provide your
consent using the Decision Form,

20af3
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We are very pleased with this Settlement Proposal and we feel that It is a falr and equitable deal for all concerned,
but it cannot be implemented without a high leve! of member support. We enceursge vou to provids your appraval.

trnpptementation of the Seltlement W Approved

If we receive sufficient suppornt from the eligible members, Canada Life and the member representatives will take the
necessary legal steps to implement the Settlement Proposal as quiekly as possible. Due to the complex nature of
the process, however, the implementation of the Seitlement Proposal {including the distribution of suiplus fo eligible
members) is not expected to occur before the end of 2012,

Cantacts for Additlonal Information

Canada Life and the member representatives would like to ensure that you have prompt answers to any questions
you may have about the Settlement Proposal. Again, please refer to the Sources of Information (pink-borderad

item G) and the enclosed report from the member representatives of your group (yellow-bordered item C) for contact
information. If you have guestions about your pension benefits at any time, you may contact the Canada Life Client
Service Centre by calling toll-free at 1-888-252-1847.

Yours truly, _
52 1

Elwood Haas
Senior Vice-President, Corporate Resources

30f3
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Transier to 2 New Pensian Plan

One of the components of the Settlement Proposal is to permit Canada Life to have certainty about payment of the
expenses of administering the pension plan out of plan assets, as well as the use of Plan assets for various other
purposes. tn order for Canada Life to have cerlainty going forward, some Plan members wil! be asked to consent to
be wansferred to a new pension plan {the "New Plan”), and to a "variation of trust” The New Plan will have benefits
identical with the current Plan for a period of two years,

Recommendation of the Exseutive Commitiae of CLPENS

Thie CLPENS Bxecutive Committes, with advice from its legal and actuarial advisors, has sarefully examined the
Settlement Proposal and strongly recommends ifs acceptance,

Actiens on Your Part

Please read ihe attached report from the Executive Committee of CLPENS and the information'package. You can
attend one of the information sessions planned across the couniry (the information package contains tha details).
Then complete and retum the enclosed Decision Form {orange-bordered item F) in the self-addressed postage paid
envelope. This will permit our Jawyers to take further steps.

Timeling Tor Future Steps

In order to fully implement the Setlement Proposal, a number of regulatory steps and approvals need to be obtained.
Assuming all goes well and on time, distribution of benefits is not expected to occur before the end of 2012.

20f8
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Pension legislation requires the settlement of al basic benefits, and the distribution of all assets, when a pension
plan is "wound-up” {either in full or in part). This means that all assets attributable to the wound-up portion of the
pension plan have to be dealt with. This includes distribution of any surplus assets. Pension legislation does not,
however, dictate to whom surplus assets shall be paid.

Around 2004, the CLPENS became concerned about the validity of payment of certain Plan expenses out of the
Plan assets and made a complaint to the Ontario pension regulator, the Financlal Services Commission of Ontario
{“FSCO™.

The CLPENS initiated a class action proceeding in Toronto In the Spring of 2005 by a Statement of Claim, with two
PWU Members named as Plaintiffs: David Kidd and Alex Harvey. A third Plaintiff, Jean Paul Marentette, who is also
a PWU Member, was added a short time later as he had started a similar action in London, Ontario that was later
discontinued. Among other things, the amended Statement of Claim sought the following; )

© Distribution of surplus attributable to the Integration PWU 1o the PWU Members; and

® Relmbursement of the Plan expenses paid out of the pension fund either to the Plan fund or to Plan members,

It is important to note that the class proceeding deals with the specific claims of the PWU Members to a distribution
of the Integration PWU surplus, as well as the broader claims of all Plan members concerning the payment of Plan
expenses.

Following the initiation of the class action, extensive discussions took place with Canada Life, including a two-day
mediation facilitated by Justice Warren Winker, which resulted in the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding
("MOU") in November, 2007.The MOU set out the framework for negotiations towards a comprehensive settlermnent
of all issues raised in the Statement of Claim.

We have now completed our negotiations with Canada Life and have reached a settlement agreement that is
conditional on a number of things, including obtaining sufficient support from eligible Plan members, The Settlement
Proposal addresses the claims of the PWU Members related to the Integration PWU surplus, as well as the claims of
all Plan members concerning Plan expenses and other issues.

The main terms of the Settlement Proposal are explained in this Report in broad terms. We encourage you to read it
carefully and completely, You may refer to the inforrr_]an'on package provided by Canada Life for additional details.

C. Pension Plan Surplus and its Qwnership
What is Pension Plan Surplus?

Surplus arises in a "defined benefit” plan (such as our Plan) if there are more assets in the pension fund than

are needed to pay the promised benefits in accordance with the pension benefit formula. In an ongoing pension
plan, the determination of surplus requires an actuarial calculation of the value of future benefits based on certain
assumptions. When a pension plan is wound up, in whole or in part, all benefits have 1o be settled {either in cash
o1 by purchase of annuities) and any amount left over after having settled all benefits and after having paid all the
expenses assoclated with the wind up constitutes surplus.

Ownership of Surplus

In an ongoing pension plan, no one actually “owns” the surpius. When a pension plan is wound-up, in whole or in
part, the assets and liabilities of the wound-up portion of the pension plan must be dealt with. When all benefits
have been settled and wind-up expenses have been paid, the disposition of any remaining assets (the "surplus™)
has to be dealt with. In such situations, the question of ownership of surplus becomes important.

40f9
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One-Time Beneiits for All Classes of Members

As a result of this Settlement Proposal, all classes of members will receive specified one-time benefits. The following
groups will be covered:

¢ PWU Members,
¢ Pensioners and Deferred/Vested Members, and

& Active Members,

These one-time benefits will be avallable anly If the member consent requirements desciited below are met, if
the necessary consents from eligible members are not obtalned, the Settlement Propesal will nat proceed and
ne one will receive these one-time benefits.

Division of Surplus Between Different Groups

The PWU Surplus will be divided in the following manner:

The estimated amount of the Integration PWU surplus available for distribution as at June 30, 2010 (after deducting
the estimated expenses) is $62.2 million, The final amount could change depending on the financial conditions at
the time of distribution,

Benefits to the PWU Members

The PWU Members will receive a share of the integration PWU surplus in the form of a lump-sum payment based on
the value of the member's benefits under the Plan as at the date of the Integration PWU, excluding the value of any
“grow-in” benefits. There will be a minimum payment to each PWU Member of $1,000,

Benefits to the Pensioners and Deferred/Vested Members

The Pensioners and Deferred/Vested Members {determined as at April 12, 2005} will recelve a share of the surplus
in the form of a lump-sum payment based on the value of the member's benefits under the Plan as of June 30,
2005. There will be & minimum payment of $1,000 to every pensioner and deferred/vested member.

Active Employees

Al Active Members (determined as at June 30, 2008, plus any new members up to the date the court procesdings
are “certified” as class proceedings by the court) will be eligible 1o receive a two-year pension contribution holiday
starting from January 1 of the year following the date the Settlement Proposal receives all necessary court and
regulatory approvals, If a member's accruals under the Plan terminate before the expiry of this two-year period, a
lump-sum payment equal to the value of any outstanding contribution holiday will be paid to that member, or his
or her estate. The cost of this benefit for active members is estimated to be $3.6 million and will be paid out of the
ongoing surplus of the Plan, not the Integration PWU surplus.

6of9

CLPENS Report 264 CAN-8/11



NPT T
EMENT FROPOSAL | 17
! Gofsent Reguirerieris for implementing the Setifement Proposal -+ -~ -7 -

s g i of

| and Deferred /Vestad embers
i not reaohed, e Settlemar




570

Deceassed Members

Should anyone who Is eligible to receive a surplus share die before receiving his/her shae, the benefit that
would have been payable to the individual will instead be payable to his or her spouse, beneficiary or estate, as
applicable, subject to fulfiliment of any necessary conditions.

Special Inclusion of Quebec Members

The right io sumplus distribution on a partial wind-up of a pension plan does nat apply In all Canadian
Jusisdictions. Quebec pension legislation does not recognize the concept of a partial wind-up. Accordingly,
former Plan members who were working for Canada Life in Quebec, and whose employment and Plan
membership were terminated following Great-West Life's acquisition of Canada Life, were not included in the
integration Partial Wind-Up and have no rights in law to share in the related surplus distribution. However, we
have negotiated the Settlement Proposal so that these Quebec members receive the same treatment as the
Plan members who were Included in the integration Partial Wind-Up.

Prior Partial Wind-Ups

The Settlement Proposal also deals with three events that took place before the Integration Partial Wind-Up,
related to the termination of employment of certain Plan members employed with Indago Capital Management
Inc., Adason Properties Limited, and Pelican Food Services Limited. If the necessary consents are obtained
from the members affected by these events, as well as those affected by the Integration Partial Wind-Up,
partial wind-ups will be declared by Canada Life for these three events (the “Prior Partial Wind-Ups"),

The Integration PWU can proceed whether or not the Prior Partial Wind-Ups proceed. But, the Prior Partial
Wind-Ups can proceed only if the Integration PWU proceeds.

The members affected by the Prior Partial Wind-Ups are separately represented by their own member
committees. Two of the groups, Pelican and Indago, are also represented by Koskie Minsky LLP and Harrison
Pensa LLP

E The CLPENS Committee’s Recommendation

The CLPENS Committee recommends the Settlement Proposal to all Plan members. Under the clreumstances
discussed above, it is reasonable, fair and a good deal for all Plan members.

The benefits described In the Settlement Proposal will only be available if the required levels of cansent are
received from the varlous groups described above. We would urge all members to provide their consent so that the
Settlement Proposal tan be implemented, ' .

We have taken steps to ensure that all categories of efigible Plan members are included in the Settlement Proposal.
The Settlement Proposal will benefit Plan members much sooner than if the matter were successfully litigated, and
without the attendant risks and expense. The alternative to accepting the Settlement Proposal is costly, lengthy and
risky litigation, which is not advisable. ’

G. Information Sessions

There will be Information sessions that you can attend in person, along with your spouse or other family member,
in various locations across the country. The locations, dates and times are detailed in the enclosed information

- package. Members from the CLPENS Committee, our lawyers, as well as representatives from Canada Life and
their counsel, will all be at each information session to describe the Settlement Proposal to you and answer your
questions.

8of8
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| A Detailec Description of
; What You Need to Know

Please read “Your Information and
Instruction Gulde” In this information
package bafore reading this decument.

Sverview of the Settlement Propesal

This document explains a Proposal to settle the court
proceedings involving The Canada Life Canadian
Employees Pension Plan (the "Plan”) and to share
some financial benefits with you and with others who
are entitled to participate in the Proposal (the eligible
mermnbers).
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All eligible members are being asked for their written
consent to the Proposal. The Proposal can only proceed
with court approval and approval from the applicable
regulatory authorities. Court and regulatory approval will only be sought if the necessary levels of consent
from you and gther Plan members are received.

This document was prepared to help you make an informed decision so you can indicate whether or not
you support the Proposal.

This document describes the groups that may benefit from the Proposal, the events that led up to it, the

levels of consents necessary, what will happen if the Proposal succeeds, and your important next steps.

It also includes a Questions and Answers (Q&As) section 1o anticipate some questions eligible members
may ask. References to specific Q&As appear throughout this document,

Eligible Groups Under the Preposal

The Proposal includes the groups listed below. All groups make up the !érger Surplus Sharing Group of
eligible members. Your "Personal Information Statement” included in this information package
(blue-bordered item E) indicates the group you belong to. .

s Plan members included in the “Integration Partial Wind-Up (PWU)!" These are membets whase
employment terminated following the 2003 acquisition of Canada Life by The Great-West Life Assurance
Company (Great-West Life). {(See Q&A #13 for more information.)

A Detailed Description of What You Need to Know
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frtegration Partial Wind-Up

Canada Life was acquired by Great-West Life on July 10, 2003. Following that event, as the operations of
the companies werg integrated, certain members of the Plan resigned, retired or had their employment
terminated. Canada Life declared a Partial Wind-Up of the Plan related to these Plan members.

When a partial wind-up of a pension plan occurs, affected members are given various options for recelving
the pension henefits they have earned. Plus, if there are assets in excess of the amount needed to pay all
" affected members’ pension benefits (known as “surplus attributable to the partial wind-up”), a decision
must be made on how to deal with the surplus. (See Q&As #1 and #2 for more details about partial
“wind-ups and surplus.) i

Within this information package, this Partial Wind-Up is called the Integration PWU. Approximately
2,100 Plan members were affected by it. (See Q&A #13 for more information.)

Fxpense Investigation

In 2004, following inguiries from CLPENS, Ontario’s pension regulator, the Financial Services Commission
of Ontario (F5C0), began an investigation into the payment of certain expenses for administration of the
Plan from the Plan fund. That investigation is now on hold, pending the outcome of this Proposal. (See
Q&4 #3 for more Information.) ‘

A Detalled Description of What You Need to Know
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Propesed Pricr Partial Wind-Ups: Indago, Adason and Pelican

The Proposal is also meant to deal with other issues. Before Great-West Life acquired Canada Life and the
Imegration PWU was declared, there were other events that led to the termination of the employment of
specific groups of Plan members:

e The employment of certain Plan members employed by Indago Capital Management Inc. was terminated
as a resuft of the February 26, 1999 merger of that company with Laketon Investment Management Ltd.
{15 members affected).

e The employment of certain Plan members employed by Adason Properties Limited was terminated
when the number of properties being managed by that company decreased. The affected members
were notified of thelr termination between November 1, 1999 and February 28, 2001 (37 members
affected).

= The employment of certain Plan members employed by Pelican Food Services Limited was terminated
as a result of the outsourcing of certaln operations by Canada Life in 2001 (38 members affected).

Representatives from each of these groups subsequently formed a commitiee o represent their group’s
interests.

No partial wind-ups of the Plan have been declared in connection with these events. However, the following
has occurred:

e [ndago: FSCO has asked questions about the termination of Plan
membership Tor these Plan members. Howeaver, FSCO has not taken
formal steps to order a partial wind-up of the Plan related to this event.
The Indago Committes represents these Plan members' interests.

» fdasom Following inquirles by the Adason Committee, the Ontario
Superintendent of Financial Services {the "Superintendent”) issued
a Notice of Proposal on January 30, 2007 to order a partial
wind-up of the Plan in respect of former employees of Adason whose
employment was terminated over the period Novernber 1, 1999 to February 28,2001, Canada Life
asked for a hearing before the Financial Services Tribunal to challenge the proposed partial wind-up
and the Adason Committee intervened to support the Superintendent’s position. That hearing has been
postponed, 1o allow Canada Life and the Adason Committee o try to negotiate a settlement.

- régdlation in'On

# Pelican: The Superintendent also issued a Notice of Propesaf on September 19,2008 to order a partial

_ wind-up of the Plan in respect of former employees of Pelican whose employment was terminated in
2001. Canada Life asked for a hearing before the Financial Services Tribunal to chalienge the proposed
partial wind-up, but that hearing has also been postponed to allow Canada Life and the Pelican
Committee to try to negotiate a settlement.

The committees of each of these threé groups and Canada Life want to resolve the issue of whether or not
partial wind-ups should be declared for these three events. Together, these parties have agreed to include
this issue as part of the Proposal, as described on the next page.

A Detalled Description of What You Need to Know
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The Proposal includes the payment of a portion of the surplus attributable to the Partial Wind-Ups to
the inactive members of the Non-PWU Group, (that is, the deferred/vested members and pensionets) in
exchange for settlement of the expense-related claims. Active Plan members in the Non-PWU Group, in
exchange for settlement of the expense-related claims, will receive a two-year contribution holiday, to be
pald for out of the ongoing portion of the Plan (i.e., the portion of the Plan not affected by a Partial
Wind-Up).

Eligihle Groups

As previously noted, there are several groups eligible for financial benefits under the Proposal. The
enclosed Personal Information Statement (blue-bordered item E) indicates which group you belong to. This
table shows the size of the various eligible groups:

v FON bt Meinhels |- Alsa Knowit/

[ Adason P

These are the eligible individuals in the Surplus Sharing Group:
e Members of the PWU Group
e Members of the Non-PWU Group;

- Al active members of the Plan as at June 30, 2005, plus any new
Plan members from that date up to the date the procecdmg is
certified as a class proceeding.

- All inactive members of the Plan on April 12, 2005 who were not
included in one of the Partial Wind-Ups.®

Another group will also take part in the Proposal. They are referred to as
the "Quebec Cash-Outs” They are former Plan members who would have
been included in the Integration PWU because they also had their employment terminated following the
acquisition of Canada Life by Great-West Life, but they could not be included because they wete employed
in Quebec, and Quebec did nof recognize partial plan wind-ups in its legislation at the relevant time. They
are not part of the Non-PWU Group efthet, because thelr benefits were paid from the Plan before April 12,
2005, so they were-not inactive members of the Plan on that date. Under the Proposal, this group will be
treated like the members of the PWU Group (see the section, “Details of the Surplus Sharing”).

% Q&As #4 and 5 explain the significance of the June 30, 2005 and April 12, 2005 dates. The term “class proceeding” fs a defined term ia the "lmpartant
Definitions and Names" seclion of Your Information and lnstruction Guide (black-bordered item A).

8
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Ferture Court Prossedings

So that the Proposal can proceed, several next steps are required in the court proceedings. These are
explained under "Next Steps in the Process” starting on page 16.

Member Consents Required

The surplus payments and other benefits will not ocour without Under ”,e Se[Uementhposal he 6
sufficient member consents. Court and regulatory approvals are . “required aumbér of inefbiat consents -
also required. The member consents requested are different for must be obtajnéd: or the Pioposal may‘.

the Non-PWU Group than for the PWU Group. e
" mimbers wilnot recewethe finaicial * -

Consents Reguired from the Nou-PWU Groug . b?'_lems estribed i Thls information :

Those members of the Non-PWU Group who are still entitled to
pansicn benefits under the Plan will be asked to consent 1o their
transfer to the New Plan (described on page 9) and also to the
variation of trust (described on page 9).

Note that Canada Life can and may require some of the
consenting active members 10 rerpam behind in the Pla.n and . ff‘ neribéls st colgea S e
not transfer to the New Plan. If this occurs, any con'sgntmg‘actlve -3 Suippit fr i Propdisal: anc erisir :
Plan members who remain in the Plan will still participate in the * that it dobs® proceed'by sendmgm 2l
Proposal. ; necesswryforlr' . L

In order for the Proposal to proceed, the following minimum levels
of consent (thresholds) must be obtained:

e At least 90% of those members of the Non-PWU Group who remain entitied to pension benefits under
the Plan must consent to transfer to the New Plan (and also consent to the variation of trust). This 90%
is not measured person-by-person; instead, the threshold will be measured based on the value of each
member's pension benefits under the Plan. In order to reach the necessary threshold, the number of
members of the Non-PWU Group who consent must represent at least 90% of the value of the pension
benefits of all of the Non-PWU Group members who remain entitled to pension benefits under the Plan.

e In addition, two other thresholds must be met:

- No more than 5% of the members of the entire Non-PWU
Group (not just those who remain entitled o pension
benefits under the Plan), also measured by the value of their
pension benefits, can opt out, and

- No more than 2.5% of the members of the entire Non-PWU,
measured person-by-person, can opt out.

(See Q&A #14 for an example of how the thresholds will be
applied.)

Gt o pades I8 o7 more
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For these Quebec members, part of the 57.22% distribution of surplus from the Integration PWU only (not
from the other Partial Wind-Ups) will be paid to them so that they receive a total amount of surplus in the
same amount they would have received had they been included in the Integration PWU and treated as
members of the PWU Group for purposes of the Proposal. :

Treatment of Actfve Members

Active members of the Non-PWU Group will get a two-year contribution holiday, meaning that they will not
have to make pension plan contributions for two years. The estimated present value of this benefit for this
group is $3.6 million, This group will be transferting to the New Plan if they are entitled to benefits under
the Plan and if they consent to the Proposal.

If an active member's employment is terminated before the end of the two-year period, or the member
stops eaming benefits under the New Plan for any other reason, a lump sum equal to the value of any
remaining contribution holidays will be paid ta the member out of the New-Plan or by Canada Life directly.
(If the member has died, the member's spouse, beneficiary or estate will receive the lump sum.) A lump
sum will also be paid for any approved leaves of absence or any other period during which the member is
not required o contribute to the Plan.

. Calculation of Individual Amounts
l T PWU Group
Y Members of the PWU Group will share only in the surplus attributable to the Partial Wind-Up in which they
were included; that Is, surplus from the four Partial Wind-Ups will not be combined and shared among all

; PWU Group members. For example, members who will be included in the Adason PWU will share only in
g the surplus attributable to that partial wind-up.

The 57.22% share of the surpius will be paid to the PWU Group members proportionally based on
the value of the pension benefits they have earned under the Plan. (Q&As #22 and #23 provide more
information.)

Non-PWU Group — Inactive Members

c The 12.44% share of the sutplus will be pald to the Inactive members (deferred/vested and pensioners)
: of the Non-PWU Group proportionally based on the value of the pension benefits they have earned
under the Plan (or the value ofthe benefits already paid out to them). (Q&As #22 and #23 provide more
information.)

: Payment Delivery Details

Surplus will be paid to members as a taxable cash Jump-sum amount, subject to applicable withholdings
2 for tax.

An individual who is entitled to more than $15,000 in surplus may contribute partorall ofitto a
registered retirement savings plan (RRSP) without withholdings if, at the time of the surplus distribution, he
or she first confirms to Canada Life that he or she has available RRSP contribution room. (See Q&A #25.)

14
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Mext Staps in the Process
There are several actions required before any surplus can be shared:

nformatlon Sessiotis: Company and member represerttatives and Uieir advisois

will hold information sessions where eligible members can ask questions about the
Proposal. You can return the “Décision Form” (orange-hordered iter F) in the enclosed -
envelope or deliver the form in pefson at one 'of the séssions, The “Solirces of Information”
document in this package (pink-borderéd item G) lists the session times and Iocatlons and
also lists Lelephone numbers for more mncrmﬂtlon s

2 Tallying the Voié: The number.of consents received from eligible members Will be-;
- counted. If there is enough member support, the parties will proceed to thie niéx tstep,
wh;ch Is going to court

. Certifiention Hearlng: The parties will attend at.
Courl in Ontario to request the Cerlification Order.
(See the box at right and Q&A #8.)

Netics aind Opt-0ut Period: If the Ceftification Order -
is issued, everyone in the Surplus Sharing Group. will
- receive a notice confirming the following: Ll

» The Certification Order has been issued.

= The parties intend fo fequest the oetﬂemem Approval
- Order, on the terms set out in the Sumplus Sharmg

i Agreement. Sen
" = Members who do not Vant to be bound by the Seﬂlemcnt
Approval Order can opt out

o ‘Members can atterid the setﬂement hearmg it they wnsh to
" do so

The notice wm P%plam how to opt out and the consequences of domg 50, (See Q&As-#18and * .
#19.) Any eligible membet who opts out will nat be bound by further ofders of the Court, but they,
will ot parUclpate in the settlerment and will not receive any shate of surplus under the Propogal

i the nurber of opt outs (if any) does not exceed me requned thresholdq the pamcs

will return to Court in Ontario to request the Settlement Approvat Order (see tie box af
the top of the next page). If the Ontario Court issues the Settlement Approval Ordef, the parties
will request that the Quebec Court confirm that the Settiement Approval Order is binding on
members in that province.

16
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- Your Required Actions
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3. What was the FSGO expense investigation about and what s the corrent status?

Canada Life is responsible for administering the Plan. It incurs expenses when doing so, such as fees

for the services of the Plan's actuarial advisors, fees of investment managers who assist in investing the
assets held in the Plan’s trust fund, and Canada Life’s internal expenses of Plan administration. Beginning
with expenses incurred in 1993, the company’s practice has been to obtain reimbursement of those
expenses from the Plan fund.

in June 2004, FSCO wrote to Canada Life, to say that certain Plan members had raised questions about
the administration of the Plan, including whether it was permissible for Canada Life to be reimbursed from
the Plan fund for expenses for Plan administration. The members who had contacted FSCO believed that
the terms of the Plan did not allow Canada Life to take this action; rather, they believed that Canada Life
should pay the expenses from general revenues. : :

Canada Life filed submissions with FSCO in support of its position that administration expenses could
properly be charged to the Plan fund. .

In 2005, counsel for the Plaintiffs wrote to FSCO, to say that the court proceedings related, in part, directly
1o the expenses issue that FSCO was investigating. Counse! explained that the Plaintiffs’ views were that
the matter should be dealt with by the Court, and not by FSGO.

In September 2005, FSCO staff advised Ganada Life that they would be willing to suspend their
S investigation of the expenses issue and allow the Court to decide the issue, provided that Canada Life
:‘:if would agree to stop paying any expenses from the Plan fund during that time,

Canada Life agreed to this proposal and FSCO suspended their expense investigation.

4. What Is the significance of the April 12, 2005 date? _
April 12, 2005 was the day the Plainiiffs started the court proceedings (as described on page 5).

5. What is the significance of the June 30, 2005 date?

S June 30, 2005 was the end of the integration period following the acquisition of Canada Life by
5 Great-West Life. It is the end date for the Integration PWU.

Elements of the Proposal
&. What s a variation of trust?

The Plan is funded through a trust. It is a long-standing ptinciple of the common law that the beneficiaries
of a trust can vary (change) the terms of the trust or terminate the trust, provided they are adults, are

of sound mind, and there Is unanimous agreement among them. For example, a rust may have been
established by a grandfather for his five grandchildren, with the principal invested to generate income for
their education, to help them buy their first house, etc. The terms of the trust might say that the pringipal
can never be spemt, and that only the interest income can be spent However, when the grandchildren are
adults ~ despite the fact that their grandfather intended that they only have access to the interest

income - the grandchildren can terminate the trust and share afl of its assets, including the principal,
among themselves, provided that they all agree. By mutual agreement, they have "varied” the terms of the
trust to let them use the trust assets as they see fit.

20
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9, How will the expenses related o the Settlament Progosal be pald?

| Fxpenses incurred by the parties related to the negotiation and implementation of the Proposal
{"Settlement Expenses™), or those that are related generally to the Partial Wind-Ups, will be deducied from
surplus attributable to the Partial Wind-Ups, as follows:

s All Settlement Expenses incurred up to December 20, 2007 will be deducted from the surplus
attributable to the Integration PWU only.

e Settlement Expenses incurred between December 21, 2007 and October 1, 2008 will be deducted from
the surplus attributable to the Integration PWU, the Adason PWU and the Pelican PWU. Each of these
Partial Wind-Ups will bear a portion of the expenses that is proportional to the value of the pension
benefits of the members affected by the Partial Wind-Up as compared to the total value of the pension
benefits of the members affected by all three of the Partial Wind-Ups.

s Other expenses of the parties incurred up to October 1, 2008 that specifically relate to only one of
: the Partial Wind-Ups (such as expenses related to proceedings before the Ontario Financial Services
B Tribunal) will be deducted from the surplus attributable to that Partial Wind-Up.

s Seitlement Expenses, and other expenses related to the Partial Wind-Ups, incurred after October 1,
2008 will be deducted from the surplus attributable to all four Partial Wind-Ups. Each Partial Wind-Up
will bear a portion of the expenses that is proportional to the value of the pension benefits of the
membets affected by the Partial Wind-Up as.compared to the total value of the pension benefits of the
members affected by all four Partial Wind-Ups.

i
!
!
i

i The December 20, 2007 and October 1, 2008 dates relate to the date when the applicable member

' committee {i.e., the Indago, Adason or Pelican Committees) signed an agreement with Canada Life
regarding the confidentiality of the settlement negotiations. After such date, the surplus attributable to the
related Partial Wind-Up begins o bear a portion of the Settlement Expenses.

For example, confidential negotiations with CLPENS related to the Integration PWU began first, so all
Settlement Expenses incurred up to the time another member committee joined the negotiations are paid
exclusively from the surplus attributable o the Integration PWU. The Pelican Commitiee and the Adason
Committee joined the negotiations as of December 19, 2007 and December 20, 2007 respectively, so
the parties agreed that after December 20, 2007 the surplus refated to the Pelican PWU and the Adason
PWU would begin to bear a porlion of the Settlement Expenses. The Indago Committee agreed 1o join the
confidential negotiations as of October 1, 2008.

10, Why will the Court he asked to declare that Canada Life may use surplus in the Plan or New Plan
to make all henefit, expense and other payments contemplated under the Seitiement Froposal?

Under the Proposal, various payments will be made, including the payment of Partial Wind-Up surplus to
eligible members. Canada Life needs the Court's approval for these payments in order for the Proposal to
R be implemented.

The Proposal also includes the payment of a portion of the surplus to Canada Life, In order for the
Proposal to proceed, Canada Life will have to obtain court and regulatory approval.
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i s Pensioners (848 members): This category includes any individual in receipt of a monthly pension
from the Plan on April 12, 2005. This would include a former member in receipt of a pension from
ik the Plan, as well as a member's surviving spouse where the member has died and the spouse was
recelving a survivor pension from the Plan on that date. Al individuals who are, or were, in receipt of
a pension from the Plan on April 12, 2005 are included in the Non-PWU Group for purposes of the
Proposal.

Gusbet Cash-0uls (48 membors)

Another group will also take part in the Proposal. This group is not part of the PWU Group, nor is it part of
the Non-PWU Group. They are former Plan members who would have been included in the Integration
PWU because they also had their employment terminated following the acquisition of Canada Life by
_5:.5 Great-West Life, but they could not be included because they were employed in Quebec, and Quebec did
f L not recognize partial plan wind-ups in its pension legislation at the relevant time. They are also not part of
i the Non-PWU Group, because their benefits were paid from the Plan prior to April 12, 2005 and, therefore,
they were not deferred/vested members of the Plan on that date, nor were they pensioners.

For the rules regarding eligible members who die before the surplus payments are made, see Q&A #26.

23. Wha is included in the Integration Partial Wind-Up (PWU) Group?

The Integration PWU was declared by Canada Life as a result of the workforce integration measures taken
after the acquisition of Canada Life by Great-West Life on July 10, 2003. All members of the Plan whose
employment with Canada Life terminated in conjunction with the integration, other than those members
of the Plan who were employed in Quebec, were included in the Integration PWU. This included members
whose employment was terminated during the integration period by Canada Life, as well as those who
resigned or retired voluntarily. It also Included members who were informed during the Integration period
that their employment would be terminated as a result of the integration and whose employment was
subsequently terminated after June 30, 20085. The integration period started July 10, 2003, the date
: Canada Life was acquired by Great-West Life, and ended on June 30, 2005.

There are 2,149 individuals in the Integration PWU Group,

Understanding Consent and Opting Qut

14, How are the “opi-out” and “consent” thresholds calculated?

Certain minimum member consent and opt-out threshalds must be met in order for the Proposal to
proceed:

Nonr-PWU Group

At least 90% of those members of the Non-PWU Group who remain entitied to pension benefits under
the Plan must consent 1o transfer to the New Plan (and also consent to the variation of trust). This 90%
is not measured person-hy-person; instead, the threshold will be measured based on the value of each
member's pension benefits under the Plan. In order 1o reach the necessary threshold, the number of
L members of the Non-PWU Group who consent must represent at least 90% of the value of the pension
N benefits of all of the Non-PWU Group members who remain entitled to pensicn benefits under the Plan.

24
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15, What does it mean to opt oyt of a ciass proceeding?

i The Court must “certify” class proceedings. If the Court certifies the proceedings as a class proceeding,

then any subsequent order of the Court will be legally binding on all members of the “Class” (the group of
individuals taking part in the proceeding). Under the Ontario Class Proceedings Act, where a proceeding is
¢ certified, members of the Class are given notice of the Court’s order and the opportunity to opt out of the
class proceeding if they choose to do so.

Anyone who opts out of the class proceedings will not be a part of the Class, and will therefore not be
bound by any subssquent order of the Court. Such individuals are then free to seek their own individual
legal remedy, at their own cost.

18, What do | have {o de to consent fo the varlatien of trusf?

Variation of trust consents apply only to Non-PWU Group members (not to PWU Group members).

: L Members of the Non-PWU Group who remain entitled to benefits under the Plan must consent to the
variation of trust in order to participate in the Proposal and to receive a payment of surplus {or, for active
members, 1o receive a contribution holiday).

A variation of trust cannot proceed without unanimous consent from all beneficiaries of the trust. All
members of the Non-PWU Group (active, deferred/vested and pensioners) who remain entitled to benefits
under the Plan are beneficiaries of the Plan’s trust fund and, therefore, they must consent to the variation
of trust. (See Q&A #6.) If you are a member of the Non-PWU Group, you ¢an consent to the variation of
trust by filling out and retuming the Decision Form (orange-bordered item F) included in this package.

. Under the laws governing variations of trust, however, other persons are also considered beneficiaries of
the trust whose consent must be obtained. These include:

. = The individual(s) whom the Non-PWU Group member has designated to receive any death benefits from
. the Plan in the event of the member’s death.

® The spouse of the Non-PWU Group member, but only in two circumstances;

- [f the member is a pensioner, and the member's pension is being paid in a “joint-and-survivor” form
i (which means that if the member dies before his or her spouse, a monthly pension will continue 1o be
. paid to the surviving spouse), or
: - If the member's spouse has an entitlement under the Plan under a court order or domestic contract
related to the hreakdown of the marriage of the member and the spouse.

If you are a Non-PWU Group member and you need to obtain your spouse’s or designated beneﬁciary's
consent in order to participate in the Proposal, your Decision Form (orange-bordered item F) will show this
requirement.

If you need to obtain your designated beneficiary's consent, you may have the option of revoking
(cancelling) yout beneficiary designation under the Plan instead of obtaining his or her consent. If this
3. option applies to you, it will be noted on your Decision Form. For more information on that option, refer to
‘ 3 the enclosed member committee Report {yeliow-bordered item C).

Rt ST e
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If the opt-out is successful in the Subsequent Proceeding and obtains a court judgment ordering Canada
Life to make a payment to the opt-out or to the Plan fund, a payment will be deemed to have been made
on hehalf of Canada Life in partial satisfaction of the amount found to be owing. The effect of this deemed
payment will be to reduce the amount that has 1o be paid by Canada Life to an amount equal to the

i opt-out's share of what could have been recovered by the entire Surplus Sharing Group (of over 5,400
members) had the Proposal not proceeded and had the entire Surplus Sharing Group participated in the
opt-out’s legal action against Canada Life. This deemed payment will also apply if the opt-out makes a
similar claim against the Plan Trustees or any other party.

Value of Benefits in the Proposal

32, How Is the value of 2 member’s benefils ealoulated for purposes of determining how much surphus
fre or she recelfves?

PWU Group

Subject to the provision made for certain Quebec members (referred to on pages 13 and 14), members of
each PWU Group will recelve 57.22% of the surplus attributable to thelr Partial Wind-Up, allocated to each
member proportionally based on the value of their benefits under the Plan as at the effective date of the
Partial Wind-Up as set out in the actuarial report prepared by ihe Plan actuaries.

The calculation of the value of a member's benefits for purposes of allocating surplus will exclude any
grow-in benefits (see below) and will be calculated based on the amount that would be paid out of the
Plan in a lump sum if the member chose to receive his or her Plan entitlements in that fashion. (The lump
sum is essentially the “present value” of the member's future pension paymenis - that is, the amount of
money that would be required at the calculation date to pay for the future pension payments.)

(Grow-in benefits cause members affected by a partial wind-up who meet certain age and service

requirements to become eligible for better early retirement benefits than they otherwise would have
A received if the partial wind-up had not been declared. They are provided only under Ontario and Nova
o Scotia legislation.)

Non-PWU Group

Members of the Non-PWU Group who are deferred/vested members or pensioners will receive 12.44% of
the surplus attributable to the Partial Wind-Ups, allocated to each member proportionally based on the
value of his or her benefits under the Plan as of June 30, 2005, calculated on a *wind-up” basis (that is,
caloulated on the assumption that the Plan had terminated on that date). If the member had died or had
received a lump-sum payment in satisfaction of his or her Plan benefits prior to that date, then the value
of his or her benefits for purposes of the surplus allccation will be the value on the day immediately prior
to his or her death or the day immediately prior to the day of the fump-sum payment, as applicable.

Note that no member of the PWU Group, nor any member of the Non-PWU Group who is a deferred/vested
member or a pensioner, will receive less than $1,000 in surplus. An estimate of each eligible members
financial benefits under the Settlement Proposal is outlined in the Personal Information Statement
(blue-bordered item E) provided in this information package.
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Also, the assets of the Plan fund are invested in stocks, bonds and other investments, and therefote the
total amount of Partial Wind-Up surplus will also fluctuate depending on the retums on those investments,

As the overall Partial Wind-Up surplus fluctuates, so will the amount o be shared by the eligible members,

25, Wil tax be payable on my surplys share?

Surplus distributions received in cash are considered taxable income by the Canada Revenue Agency, and
may attract income 1ax depending on each individual’s personal circumstances, Canada Life will deduct
applicable withho{dings for iax when making lump-sum surplus payments from the Plan to individuals.

If & member of the Surplus Sharing Group is entitled to more than $15,000 in surplus payable in cash, they
will be able to contribute part orall of it to a registered retirement savings plan (RRSP) without withholdings,
if he or she first confirms to Canada Life that he or she has available RRSP contribution room.

26. What happens ff 2 member of the Surpiags Sharing Group dies before reeeiving his or her share of
serplus?

if a member of the Surplus Sharing Group dies before receiving his or het surplus share, the share will be

pald instead to the member's spouse, designated beneficiary or estate, Any necessary consents must have

been provided by the individual before he or she died, or (if applicable) they must be provided afier the

death by the spouse, beneficiary or estate.

Selecting Legal Counsel

27. What if an eligible member wants to consent to the Settlement Proposal but dossi’t want to
retain legal counsel to do so?

if an eligible member wants to consent to the Proposal but does not want to retain the counsel selected
by the member commitiees, he or she should call the Canada Life Service Gentre toli-free at
1-888-252-1847 so that the necessary documents can be sent to the eligible member. If a member
makes this cholce, It is recommended that the member obtain independent legal advice at the member's
OWT expense.

Members who retain counsel already selected by the member committees by filling out the Decision Form
will not be obligated to pay any legal fees. For members who would be included in the potential Adason
PWU, counsel is Sack Goldblatt Mitchell LLP For all other members, counsel is Kaskie Minsky LLP and
Hatrison Pensa LLP
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Corrected O&A

23, What does it mean for surplus fo be allocated to members proportionally based on the
value of their benefits under the Plan?

An example will help to illustrate this concept. The example uses the Integration PWU, but the
numbers used below are not the actual numbers — they are for illustration purposes only.

An actuarial document, called a partial wind-up report, must be prepared for the Integration
PWU and filed with the pension regulator. It shows the value of the pension benefits earned
under the Plan by the members included in the Integration PWU, as at the date of the partial
wind-up (the value of pension benefits is sometimes referred to as the pension plan’s “liabilities”
related to the members in question).

In this hypothetical example, the total value of all the pension benefits earned by all members
included in the Integration PWU is $2,000,000. Also, “Mary,” one of the members included in
the Integration PWU, is entitled to pension benefits under the Plan valued at $10,000.

Finally, in this hypothetical example, the surplus attributable to the Integraﬁon PWU, after
expenses, is $1,000,000.

As described in this information package, Partial Wind-Up surplus is to be split as follows:
e 30.34% will be paid to Canada Life.
e 12.44% will be paid to the members of'the Non-PWU Group.
e 57.22% will be paid to the members ofthe PWU Group.

57.22% of $1,000,000 is $572,200, and therefore the group of members included in the
Integration PWU will share $572,200. Since Mary is included in the Integration PWU, she is a
member of the PWU Group, and therefore she will share in the $572,200 that is payable to that
group.

Mary’s share of that amount is calculated as follows: In this example, the value of the pension
benefits she earned under the Plan, as at the date of the Integration PWU, is $10,000. Since the
total value of all pension benefits earned by members affected by the Integration PWU is
$2,000,000, the value of Mary’s pension benefits represents 0.5% of the total ($10,000 divided
by $2,000,000 equals 0.5%).

Therefore, Mary will receive 0.5% of the $572,200 surplus to be shared by the group of members
affected by the Integration PWU. The result of that calculation is $2,861. That is the amount of
surplus that Mary will receive, if the Settlement Proposal proceeds.

LEGAL_1:20322008 1
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Please read this stztement carefully. it s important that vou confirm vour Personal Data in
this staternent to ensure that yvour share of the proposed settlement iz caleulated
accurately. Please return this statement to Canada Life as soon as possible.

For full details on the SetHement Proposal, please refer to “A Detailed Description of What You
Need to Know™ {greembordered ifem D) in this information package. You can also refer to “Your
Information and Instruction Guide™ {blackbordered itern A} for definitions of terms that may be

1 unfamiliar to you.

Namaea: Integration PWUmember
Company D #: 50004
Address: 4 Home Street
. City4d Postald
Date of birth: 08/31/1870
Date of employment: : 08/31/2000
Date of Plan enrolment: 08/31/2002
Plan termination date: ' 08/31/2004
- 1of2 262 CAN-3/11

PERSONAL INFORMATION STATEMENT



You are eligible to participate in the Settlement Proposal as a Member of the Integration PWU
Groupt,

Your estimated share of the surplus is based on the estimated. Partial Wind-Up surplus as of

June 30, 2010. Please note that this is an estimate only and the actual amount may be more or less
than the amount shown.

I have read this Persﬁonaf Inform;‘don Statement and confirm that: (check one only}

1 The information shown under éecﬁon {1} Your Personal Dats is accurate.

OR '

1 [ have indicated any required corrections in the right-hand column of Section (1) Your
Personal Data. '

Canada Life will contact you if mare information, documentation or completion of an appropriate form
is required to change your personal data. .

Signature of

Member: Bate:
' signiature :
Signature of ) Name of -
Witness: . Witness:
sionatfure ' please prirt

PLEASE RETURN ONE COPY OF THIS FORM IN THE BLUE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED. .

{ The information package that includes this Personal Information Statement refers to a Sefflement
Froposal related to The Canada Life Canadian Employees Pension Flan (the "Plar”). While every

| effort fias been made io enswre that these materials are accurate, in the event of any error,
ornission or discrepancy between what is said in the information package and what is contained in

either the Surplus Sharing Agreerment or the Flan, the provisions of the Surplus Sharing Agreement

| and the terms of the Flan, both as may be amended from time to time, as well as the ferms of any

applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall govern.

. An Integration PWU Member is defined in the Setflement Proposal as a non-Quebec member of the Plan
whose employment terminated between July 10, 2003 and June 30, 2005. It also includes any nonQuebec
member of the Plan who was st employed by the Company as of June 30, 2005 but who was nofified by
Canada Life prior to that date that their employment would be terminated due to the integration of Canada

Life with GreatWest Life.
20f2
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Wember of the Indage PWU Groupl,

“Your estimated share of the surplus is based on the estimated Partial WindUp surplus as of _
June 30, 2010. Please note that this is an estimate only and the actual amount may be mare or less

than the amount shown. :

| have read this Personal information Statement and confirmn that: (check one onjy)

1 The information shown under Section (1) Your Personal Dafa is accurate.

OR : _ ‘

1 I have indicated any required corrections in the righthand column of Section (1) Your
Personal Data. .

Canada Life will contact you if more infarmation, documentation or completion of an appropriate form
is required o change your personal data.

Signature of

Member: D_a‘;e:-
‘signaturé . e

Signature of " Mame of

Witniess: Winhess:

signatura please print

PLEASE RETURN ONE COPY OF TH!S FORM IN THE BLUE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

flze information package that includes this Personal Information Statement refers to a Settlement

| Froposal related to The Canada Life Canadian Employvees Pension Flan (the "Plan™). While every
effort has been made fo ensure that these materisls are accurate, in the event of any error,
omission or discrepancy between what is said in the information package and what is contained i
either the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the Plan, the provisions of the Surplus Sharing Agreement
-} and the ferms of the Flan, both as may be amended from time to time, as well as the terms of any

applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall govern.

* An Indago PWU Groué Member is defined in the Settlement Proposal as a member of the Plan who was
employed by Indago Capital Management Inc. and whose employment was terminated as a result of the
February 26, 1999 merger of that company with Laketon Investrent Management Ltd.

20f2
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For full details on the Settlement Proposal, please refer to “A Detafled Descr iption of What You
Need to Know” {green-bordered item D} in this information package.. You can also refer to “Your
Information and Instruction Guide” {(black-bordered itern A) for definitions of terms that may be
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Name:
Company ID #:
Address:

Date of birth:

Date of employment:
Date of Plan enrolment:
Plan termination date:

00063
PERSONAL INFORIMATION STATEMENT

- as possxbie T he second copy ts for ,'our recordsf

Indago PWUmember
" 50003

3 Home Street
City3 Postal3
08/31/1870
08/31/2000
08/31/2002
08/31/2004
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Fersonal Information Staterment for NonPWlactve Actve

The Canada Life Canadian Emplovees Pension Plan [the “Plan”} (Registration #0%54563)

this statement to ensure that vour share of the praonosed settlemnent Is caloulated
accurately. Please rsturn this statement to Canada Life as soon as possible.

For full details on the Settlemnent Proposal, please refer to “A Detailed Description of What You
Need to Know” (greenbordered item D) in this information package. You can also refer to “Your
Information and Instruction Guide” (black-bordered item A} for definitions of terms that may be
unfamiliar to vou.

Please read this statement carefully. i is important that vou gantfivin your Personal Dafa in

Nama: NonPWUactive Active
Company D #: 50005
Address: 5 Home Street

City5 Postals
Date of birth: 08/31/1870
Date of employment:; 08/31/2000
Date of Plan enrolment: 08/31/2002

Status in Plan as of
January 1, 2011: Active employee accruing benefits

Spouse’s name: Spousefirsth Spouselasts

Spouse’s date of birth: 08/31/1971
Designated

beneficiandies): Benl 5

Ben2_5

Ben3_5

Bend 5

This form is not to be used to designate a new beneficiary, Only corrections to current designated
beneficiarylies) should be made here.

ooaps )
PERSONAL INFORMATION STATEMENT 1of2 262 CAN-3711
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You are eligible to participate in the Setilement Proposal as a Membar of the Nop-PWU Group -

Activel,

if the Settlernent Proposal proceeds, then you will be eligible to receive a two-year contribution
holiday? under the Plan. Based on your current salary, the estimated value of the two-vear
contribution holiday is $1,000. At any time during the contribution holiday pericd, if you would
otherwise not be required to contribute to the Plan {because you have terminated employment, are on
a leave of absence or on longterm disabifity), then you will receive a lump-sum payment equal fo the

remaining amount of the contribution holiday.

I have read this Personal Information Statement and confirm that: (check one only}

1 The information shown under Section {1} Youwr Personal Data is accurate.,

OR '

] I have indicated any required corrections in the righthand colurnn of Section (1) Your
Personal Data.

Canada Life will contact you if more information, documentation or completion of an appropriate form
is required to change your personal data.

Signature of

Member: Date:
signature

Signature of MName of’

Witness: Witness:

signature please print

PLEASE RETURN ONE COPY OF THIS FORM IN THE BLUE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

The information package that includes this Personal Information Statement refers to a Settlament
FProposal related to The Canada Life Canadian Employees Pension Plan (the "Plan”). Weile every

| effort has been made to ensure that these materials are accurate, in the event of any error,
omission or discrepancy between what is sald in the information package and what is contained in
either the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the Flan, the provisions of the Surplus Sharing Agreement
and the terms of the Flan, both as may be amended from time to tme, as well as the terms of any

applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall govern. _J

1 A Member of the Non-PWU Group — Active is defined in the Setftlement Proposal as any employee who
joined the Plan at any time after June 30, 2005, OR a member of the Plan at June 30, 2005 who was an
employee accruing benefits and is not a member of the “PWU Group”. [See “A Detailed Description of What

You Need to Know” {green-bordered item D) for further information.]

" 2 Contribution Heliday is defined as follows: Some pension plans {fike the Plan) require active members o
make contributions. If a pension plan Is in swplus, the employer may decide fo et members suspend their
contributions, and instead use up some of the surplus in the plan. if this is dene, the members are said to be

receiving a “contribldion holiday.”

20f2
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Jecision Farm

-

Your Personal Data i

Name: Integration PWUmember Surplus Sharing

Addreass: 4 Home Street  Group categeory: - Integration PWU Group
City4 Postal4

Company ID #: 50004

tmportant:

Marriage breakdown: If there is a court order or domestic contract related fo a separation
or divorce from a spouse that affects vour pension entitlements, your spoluse/former spouse
may be entitled to take part in the Setflement Proposal. Before completing and returning this
Form, please contact the Canada Life Client Service Centre at 1-888-252-1847 for further

information.

Check either “YES™ or “NO”. (Check one box anly.)

<

06904
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he Canada Life Assurancé Cofnp'any. .

‘the package of documents malled to efigible members in March, 2011
that included this Decision Form.

% Koskie Minsky LLP and Harrison Pensa LLP.

7he Canada Life Canadian Lmployees Pension Plan, Registration
#0354563.

S The Setlement Proposal described in the information packaééd The
4 cofplete detalls of the Setflemnient Proposal are set out in the -Surpius -

Sgrgiqs -%nagm gﬁg@emﬁ# .- _the Settlernent Proposal.

By checking the *YES” box on pége 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Section
at the end of this Form, [ Integration PWUmember instruct Members' Counse! to accept on my
behalf the Settfement Rroposal related to the Plan as set ouf and described in the information

package dated March, 2011 {which accompanied this Formj).

By checking the “YES" box on page 1 of this Decision Form, I also hereby retain Mernbers’ Counsel to

do tha following:

B to act as my lawyers in connection with drafting, negotiating, setling. and implementing a
Surplus Sharing Agreement with Canada Life setfing out the final terms of the Setflernent
Proposal; .

B o represent me in any proceeding before any body in connection with the Settlernent Proposal;

B to receive formal notices on my behalf related to Canada Life’s surplus withdrawal application or
asset transfer application to any regulatory body and/or related to the partial wind-up of the Plan
and/or related to any application to the courts or regulatory autherities in furtherance of the
implementation of the Settlernent Proposal; ,

B to consent to the payment of amounts from the Plan to Canada Life pursuant to the Settlement
Proposal.

B to amend as necessary and sign the Surplus Sharing Agreement on my behalf, including any
release, provided that the contents of the Surplus Sharing Agreement are substantially similar to
the Settlement Proposal described in the information package.

I understand that | will not be charged directly for any fees of Members' Counsel, and that under the
Settlernent Proposal afl such fees will be paid directly from the Plan surpius.

2 nf3
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THE CANADA LIFE ' 611
CANADIAN EMPLOYEES

PEMSION PLAN
SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

TR

By checking the "YES" hox on page I of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Section at
the end of this Form, [ confirm that my pension entitlements under the Plan have not been affected by
any court arder or domestic contract refated to my separation or divorce from a spouse.

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL SECTIONS BELOW WHETHER YOU’ ARE VOTING “YES" OR “NO* TO THE
SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

Inftegration PWUmember

DATE
SIGNATURE of eligible member NAME AND STATUS OF AUTHORIZED
or Authorized Representativel REPRESENTATIVE (complete only if an

Authorized Representative is signing on
behalf of the eligible member)

Member tefephone numbar:

Mamber ema?! address:

NANME OF WITNESS (PLEASE PRINT}Z . VATNESS SIGNATURE

QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW TO COMPLETE THIS FORM?
PLEASE CALL KOSKIE MINSKY/HARRISION PENSA AT 1-800-286-2266 OR EMAIL

CANADALIFECLASS@KMLAW.CA. :
PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ORANGE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

‘he information package that includes this Form refers to a2 Settlement Froposal refated to The Canada Life
Canadian Employees Pension Plan (the “Plarr?). While every effort fias been made fo énsure that these
materials are accurate, in the event of any error, omission or discrepancy between what is said in he -
information package and what is contained i either the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the Flan, the
provisions of the Surplus Sharing Agreement and the terms of the Plan, both as may be amended from time
| o tme, as well as the terms of any applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall govern.

" If an Authorized Representative is signing on behalf of the eligible member, please enclose supporting
docurnentation, such as Power of Atiorney, Will or Certificate of Estate Trustee (please send copies, not
ariginals). Please also enclose a copy of the Death Certificate if the efigible member is deceased.

2 The signature of the eligible member or Authorized Representative must be witnessed by an adult, and the
witness must print his or her name and sign this Form.

80004 .
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CANADIAN ERPLOYEES

PENSION PLAN

SETTLEMENT PROPQSAL”

Deacicion Form

Your Personal Data
Blame: indago PWUmember Surplus Shardng
Address: 3 Home Street  Group category: Indago PWU Grotp
City3 Postal3
| Company iD #: : 50003

important:
Marriage breskdown: If there is a court order or domestic contract related ta a separation
or divorce from a spouse that affects your pension entitlernents, your spouse/former spouse
may be entitled to take part in the Settlement Proposal. Before completing and returning this
Form, please contact the Canada Life Client Service Centre at 1-888-252-1847 for further

information.

VHEA,
. e -2

If yo
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:The Canada Life Assurance Company.

The package of documents mailed to eligible members in March, 2011

fnformation packags f . N
f B = that included this Decision Form.

"' Koskie Minsky LLP and Harrison Pensa LLP.

The Canadz Life Canadian Employees Fension Plan, Registration
#0354563.

The Settlement P{oposai described in the Inf_érr—nétion package. The
compleie detalls of the Setilement Proposal zre set out In the Surplus - V1
Sharing Agreement. A e

The legal document that contains the precise ‘ega[ terms of
the Setilement Pr oposaL

By checking the “YES” box on page 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Section

at the end of this Form, | Indage PWlUmember instruct Memhers’ Counsel to accept on my hehalf -
the Settlement Propeosal related to the Plan as set out and described in the information package
dated March, 2011 (which accompanied this Form).

" By checking the “YES” box on page 1 of this Decision Form, [ also hereby retain Members' Counsel to

do the following: .

B to act as my lawyers in connection with drafting, negotiating, setfling and implemeénting a {
Surplus Sharing Agreement with Canada Life setting out the final terms of the Setﬂemen’c .
Proposal; ‘

—— & —torepresent-me-in—any-proceeding-before—any-body-in-connection-with-the-Settiement-Proposal;- —---

B o receive formal notices on my behalf related to Canada Life's surplus withdrawal application or
asset transfer application to any regulatory body and/or related to the partial wind-up of the Plan
and/or related to any application to the courts or regulatory authorities in furtherance of.the
implementation of the Settlement Proposal;

B {o consent to the payment of amounts from the Plan to Canada Life pursuant to the Settlemnent
Proposal.

B to amend as necessary and sign the Surplus Sharing Agreement on my behalf, including any
release, provided that the contents of the Surplus Sharing Agreement are substantially snmxlar to
the Settlement Proposal described in the information package.

't understand that | will not be charged directly for any fees of Members’ Counsel, and that under the
Settlement Proposal all such fees will be paid directly from the Plan surplus.

20f3 263 CAN-3/11



2 THE CANADA LIFE 6 14
CANADIAN EMPLOYEES :

PENSION PLAN

% SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

By checking the "YES" box on page 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Section at
the end of this Form, | confirm that my pension entitternents under the Plan have not been affected by
any court order or domestic coniract related fo my separation or divorce from a spouse.

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL SECTIONS BELOW WHETHER YOU ARE VOTING *YES” OR “NO” TO THE
SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

Indago PWUmember

BATE
SIGNATURE of eligible member NAME AND STATUS OF AUTHORIZED
or Authorized Representativel REPRESENTATIVE (complete only if an

Authorized Representative is signing on
behalf of the eligible membern)

Member telephone number:

Member emzil address:

MNAME OF WITNESS (PLEASE PRINT)2 WITNESS SIGNATURE

QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW TO COMPLETE THIS FORM?
PLEASE CALL KOSKIE MINSKY/HARRISION PENSA AT 1-800-286-2266 OR EMAIL

CANADALIFECLASS@KMLAW.CA.
PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ORANGE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

7he Information package that includes this Form refers to a Settlement Proposal refated fa The Canada 1 jife
Canadian Employees Pension Plan (the *Flan®). While every effort has been made to ensure that these
faterials are accurate, in the event of any error, omission or discrepancy between what is said in the
information package and what is conlained in either the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the FPlan, the
provisfons of the Surplus Sharing Agreement and the terms of the Flan, both as may be amended from fime
to fime, as well as the terms of any applicable Court Order or reguiatory approval, shall govern.

1 if an Authorized Representative is signing on behalf of the eligible member, please enclose supporting
dacumentation, such as Power of Attorney, Will or Certificate of Estate Trustee (please send copies, not
originals). Please also enclose a copy of the Death Certificate if the eligible member is deceased.

2 The signature of the efigible member or Authorized Representative must be witnessed by an aduft, and the
witness must print his or her name and sign this Form.

80003
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THE CANADA LIFE 15
CANADIAN EMPLOYEES

PENSION PLAN

SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

Decision Form

Your Parsonal Data )
Name: NonPWUactive Active Designated beneficiaryies): Benl_5
1 Address: 5 Home Street BenZ_5
City5 Postalb . Ben3 5
Company D # 50005 Bend 5

Surplus Sharing

Group calegory: Norn-PWU Group - Active

Important:
Marriage breakdown: if there is a court order or domestic confract related to a separation
or divorce from a spouse that affects your pension entitlements, your spouse/former spouse
may have fo provide his or her consent to the Settlement Proposal in order for vou to take
part in it. Before completing and returning this Form, please contact the Ganada Life Client
Service Cenire at 1-888-252-1847 for further information.

Your named heneficiaries: In order for you to be eligible to participate in the Setfement
Proposal, one of the following two things must occur: ejther {1) you must revoke {cancel)
your beneficiary designations, or (2) the individual or individuals you have designated as
beneficiarylies) under the Plan, if age 16 or over must also cansent to the *Variation of
Trust” describad in Part 3 by signing this Form. See Part 4 of this Form for further

information. :

Cﬁhéck one box only.) - |

Check either “YES™ or "NO". {

00008 :
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 The Canada Life Assurance Company.

The Canada Life Canadian Pension Plan Members' Rights Group.

.Tne packagé of documents mafled to eligible members in March, 2011
that included this Deasron Form. ’

Koskie Minsky LLP and Harr:son Pensa LLP

Yo o]

£ f“ Thé niew g.:ensron pian o be establ tshed Ery Ca’sada Life as .p'art'
_.gé;@t_t of the Se‘fﬂement Proposal. . SR

 The Canada Life Canadian tmp/ayees Pension Flan, R gistration
- #0354563.

The Seitlement Proposal described in the mfonna’non package The
pomplete detaﬂs of the Sefdement Proposa{ are set out i in ’che Surplus

e e g A - #°L - The iega document that contalns the precise legal terms of
Surplus Shariig Aigréemgfr_t - " the Seitlernent Proposal. -

¢

- [P S

By checking the “YES” box on page 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Section
at the end of this Form, | NonPWUactive Active instruct Members” Counsel to accept on my
____-behalf the Settlement Proposal related o the Plan as set out and d descnbed in the mfarmatzan

package dated March, 2011 (which accompamed This Form).

By checking the “YES” box on page 1 of this Decision Form, [ also hereby retain Members' Counsel to

do the following:

Bl {o act as my lawyers in connection with drafting, negotiating, setiling and implementing a
Surplus Sharing Agreement with Canada Life sefting out the final terms of the Settlement
Proposal;

B to represent me in any proceeding before any body in connection with the Setflement Propasal;

B to receive formal notices on my behalf related to Canada Life's surpius withdrawal application or
asset transfer application to any regulatory body and/or related to the partial wind-up of the Plan
and/or related to any application to the courts or regulatory authorities in furtherance of the
implementation of the Settlement Proposal;

B 1o amend as necessary and sign the Surplus Sharing Agreement on my behalf, including any
release, provided that the contents of the Surplus Sharing Agreement are substantially similar to
the Settlement Proposal described in the information package.

| understand that | will not be charged directly for any fees of Members' Counsel, and that under the
Settlement Proposal all such fees will be paid directly from the Plan surplus.

[
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JHE CANADA LiFE i 617
CANADIAN £ PLOYEES
¢ PENSION PLAN

SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

- By checking the "YES® box on page 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in-the Signature Section at
the end of this Form, I confirm that my pension entitlements under the Plan have not been affected by
any court order or domestic contract related to my separation or divorce from a spatse.

in consideration of the financial benefits contained in the proposed Surplus Sharing Agreement —

being the agreement among Canada Life; David Kidd, Alexander Harvey, and Jean Paul Marentette

{the “Plaintiffs” therein); Wilbert Antler, Ed Barrett, Alexander Harvey, David Kidd, Brian Lynch, Jim

Martin, Gary Nummelin, and Shriram Mulgund {the “CLPENS Executive” therein); and .others — by

checking the "YES” box on page 1 of this Decision Form and by signing in the Signature Saction at

the end of this Form, [ hereby consent to the transfer of my benefit enfitlements under the Plan 1o the
new pension plan to be established by Canada Life {the “New Plan”), and | consent to a variation and
amendment of the trust holding assets to be transferred to the New Plan, so that the trust consists
only of such terms as are set out in the New Plan text (entitled “The Canada Life Canadian Employees

New Pension Plan™} and related frust agreement In the form provided to Members’ Gounsel, all as

contemplated in the Surpius Sharing Agreement (the “Variation of Trust™).X it is specifically agreed

that as a resulf of the variation and amendment of the trust described above, the trust is varied and
amendad to reflect the following:

B Canada Life may take confribution holidays under the New Plan {including using surplus from the

.. _ defined benefit component to fund any defined contribution benefits); L .

B Canada Life may use surplus in the New Plan to pay for benefit enhancpments under the New
Plan;

B The New Plan validly permits the New Plan membership to be further expanded by way of plan
amendment or merger in which case the New Plan assets (inciuding surplus) can be used to
provide benefits for, and to fund contribution holidays taken with respect to, new members;

B (Canada Life can pay expenses from the New Plan, or be reimbursed from the New Plan for such
expenses that it pays directly.

1 See A Detailed Description of What You Need to Know” {greenbordered.item D in this package) for
infarmation on how to oblain a copy of the proposed New Plam text and related frust agreement, if you wish -
to review it .

00005
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By checking the “YES” box on page I of this Dedision Form and by signing in the Signature Section
at the end of this Form, | acknowledge that one of the following two things must occur in order for
me to be eligible to participate in the Seitlement Proposal:
{1} I must revoke (cancel} my beneficiary designations {refer to Option A}, OR
(2) the individual(s) | have designated as my beneficiarvfies} under the Plan must also consent to
the Varigtion of Trust {refer to Option B

Cheoose either Option A or UptHon B below by checking the approptiate box. I you choose
Qption A, you revoke your beneficliary designations. If yvou choose Qption B, the individual(s)
you have designated as a beneficlary under the Plan {listed below) must #ll in the required
infarmation. ' .

AdnfR
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Draley

TR

AIdortion 5. Belericia

AR TEC‘B‘? G‘F

PAtser:

CONSENT TO
r Hepeficiary desigiiations; beneficiaries -16: 4 of:
OfTrigts - - - o e
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PLEASE COMPLETE ALL SECTIONS BELOW WHETHER YOU ARE YOTING “YES? OR “NO” TO THE
SETTLEMENT PROPOSAL

MonPWliactive Active

DATE
SIGNATURE of cligible mamber MAKME AND STATUS OF AUTHORIZED
or Authorized Representative2 REPRESENTATIVE {complete only if an

Authorized Representative is signing on
behalf of the eligible member)

Member telechone number:

Member email address:

MAME OF WITNESS (PLEASE PRINT)3 WITNESS SIGNATURE

QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW TO COMPLETE THIS FORM?
PLEASE CALL KOSKIE MINSKY/HARRISION PENSA AT 1-800-286-2265 OR EMAIL

CANADALIFECLASS@KMLAW.CA.
PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ORAMGE-BORDERED ENVELOPE PROVIDED.

The Information package that includes this Form refers to a Settfement Proposal related to The Canada Life
Canadian Employees Pension Plan (the “Flan’). While every effort has been made fo ensure that these
materials are accurate, in the event of agy error, amission or discrepancy between what is said in the
idformation package and wizat is contained in either the Surplus Sharing Agreement or the Flan, the
provisions of the Surplus Shiaring Agreement and the terms of the Plan, both as may be amended fromr time

to time, as well as the terms of any applicable Court Order or regulatory approval, shall govern.

2 If an Authorized Representative is signing on behalf of the eligible member, please enclose supporting
documentation, such as Power of Attorney, Will or Certificate of Estate Trustee {please send copies, not
originals). Please also enclose a copy of the Death Certificate if the efigible member is deceased.

3 The signature of the eligible member or Authorized Representative must be withessed by an adult, and the
witness must print his or her name and sign this Form.

6afh
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