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Executive Summary / Sommaire 

A. Background and Research Objectives 

 The primary objective of the research is to explore 

impressions of OSFI in the discharge of a number of 

key elements of its mandate as a regulator of 

deposit-taking institutions, including regulations 

and guidance, supervisory activities and the 

approvals process.   

B. Methodology 

 A total of 50 one-on-one interviews were 

conducted among Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), 

Chief Financial Officers (CFOs) and other senior 

executives of deposit-taking institutions regulated 

by OSFI. 

 Interviews were conducted either in-person or by 

telephone in beginning August 16 and concluding 

November 2, 2012. 

 Qualitative Research Caution:  Qualitative research 

cannot be generalized to the wider population of 

deposit-taking institutions.   Findings from one-on-

one interviews should be interpreted as tentative 

hypotheses about the issues explored rather than 

as quantitative data. This is inherent in the nature 

of most research conducted with small samples of 

participants.  In considering the findings from this 

research, the reader should bear in mind that the 

interviews were qualitative and exploratory in 

nature. These findings are intended to provide 

direction and ideas as opposed to the definitive 

findings that a quantitative study would provide.   

 

A. Contexte et objectifs de l’enquête 

 La présente enquête visait avant tout à recueillir les 

impressions des participants sur la manière dont le 

Bureau du surintendant des institutions financières 

(BSIF) s’acquitte des principaux volets de son 

mandat d’organisme de réglementation des 

institutions de dépôts, notamment la 

réglementation et les lignes directrices, la 

surveillance et l’agrément. 

B. Méthode 

 Nous avons effectué au total 50 entrevues 

individuelles auprès de chefs de la direction (CD), 

de chefs des finances (CF) et d’autres cadres 

supérieurs d’institutions de dépôts réglementées 

par le BSIF. 

 Les entrevues ont été effectuées en personne ou 

par téléphone, du 16 août au 2 novembre 2012. 

 Mise en garde : Les résultats de la présente 

enquête ne sont pas représentatifs de l’ensemble 

de la population des institutions de dépôts. Les 

conclusions issues des entrevues individuelles 

doivent être interprétées comme des hypothèses 

provisoires au sujet des questions posées, et non 

comme des données quantitatives. Ce fait est 

inhérent à la plupart des enquêtes réalisées au 

moyen de petits échantillons de participants. Au 

moment d’interpréter les résultats de cette 

enquête, le lecteur ne doit pas perdre de vue que 

les entrevues étaient de nature qualitative et 

exploratoire. Les résultats visent à dégager des 

orientations et des idées plutôt que des 

conclusions définitives comme le font les études 

quantitatives. 
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C. Key Findings 

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS 

EFFECTIVENESS IN DISCHARGING ITS MANDATE 

 Overall impressions of OSFI’s performance are 

highly positive.  Key reasons underlying positive 

impressions include that OSFI is: 

– Collegial and professional; 

– Willing to engage in dialogue with individual 

institutions, including its ongoing commitment 

to consultations such as this one; 

– Fair and reasonable to deal with; and,  

– For the most part, focusing on appropriate 

areas of risk. 

CONTRIBUTION TO PUBLIC CONFIDENCE 

 OSFI is perceived to have contributed, in 

conjunction with the financial institutions 

themselves, to overall public confidence in the 

financial services industry.  OSFI’s prudential 

approach is the main reason for this perception.   

OSFI COMPARED TO OTHER REGULATORS  

 OSFI is viewed as a regulator that seeks to foster a 

more positive and effective working relationship 

than do some other regulators (both 

internationally and within Canada).  OSFI’s 

approach is characterized by a number of things, 

including: 

– Its efforts to consult with the industry on the 

development of guidance;  

– Constructive dialogue with individual 

institutions;  

– Its principles-based approach to regulation; 

and, 

– A perception that, for the most part, it is fair 

and reasonable to deal with. 

C. Principales conclusions 

IMPRESSIONS GLOBALES 

EFFICACITÉ DANS L’EXÉCUTION DE SON MANDAT 

 Les impressions globales résultant des 

performances du BSIF sont très positives, et les 

principales raisons invoquées sont que le BSIF : 

– offre un environnement de travail 

professionnel axé sur la collaboration; 

– est ouvert au dialogue avec chacune des 

institutions, ce qui comprend sa volonté de 

mener des consultations comme celle-ci; 

– entretient des rapports égalitaires et 

raisonnables; 

– se concentre, pour l’essentiel, sur les 

principaux secteurs à risque. 

CONTRIBUTION À LA CONFIANCE DU PUBLIC 

 On considère que le BSIF, de même que les 

institutions financières elles-mêmes, contribue à 

accroître la confiance générale du public dans le 

secteur des services financiers. Cette perception 

s’explique principalement par l’approche 

prudentielle qu’adopte le BSIF. 

LE BSIF PAR RAPPORT AUX AUTRES ORGANISMES DE 
RÉGLEMENTATION 

 En sa qualité d’autorité de contrôle, le BSIF est 

perçu comme un organisme qui cherche à 

entretenir des relations de travail plus positives et 

plus efficaces que ne le font d’autres régulateurs, 

que ce soit au Canada ou à l’étranger. Son 

approche se caractérise par un certain nombre de 

choses, notamment : 

– une volonté de consulter le secteur au sujet de 

l’élaboration de consignes; 

– un dialogue constructif avec chacune des 

institutions; 

– une méthode de réglementation fondée sur 



 

Final Report – 2012-2013 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   4 

 

 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

 While there is strongly positive commentary about 

OSFI, some concerns are raised at the outset of the 

consultation: 

– Some suggest that there are signs that OSFI is 

becoming more prescriptive. 

– Some also identify concerns regarding the 

implementation of Basel III.   There is a 

perception among some large institutions that 

OSFI may be moving towards having Canada 

lead other jurisdictions in the implementation 

of Basel III and that this may place Canada’s 

financial institutions at a competitive 

disadvantage. 

OSFI CONSULTATIONS ABOUT GUIDANCE 
AMONG DEPOSIT-TAKING INSTITUTIONS 

OVERALL PERCEPTION OF OSFI CONSULTATION PROCESS   

 OSFI receives considerable credit for its 

commitment to consulting with the industry.  The 

consultative approach taken by OSFI is viewed as 

contributing to the positive relationships that have 

been developed between it and Canada’s financial 

institutions. 

IMPRESSIONS OF THE GUIDELINE B-20 CONSULTATION 

 Participants hold generally positive views about the 

consultation with the industry regarding Guideline 

B-20 - Residential Mortgage Underwriting Practices 

and Procedures.   

– Participants appreciate that OSFI came 

forward with draft guidance for financial 

institutions to review. 

– Consulting through the CBA is viewed as 

appropriate and as having contributed to the 

success of the process overall.  

– The final guidance is viewed as effective in 

communicating OSFI’s expectations regarding 

residential mortgage underwriting. 

– Any concerns raised relate to the draft 

guidance itself rather than the consultation 

des principes; 

– la perception selon laquelle, pour l’essentiel, il 

entretient des rapports égalitaires et 

raisonnables. 

POINTS À AMÉLIORER 

 Malgré ces commentaires très positifs au sujet du 

BSIF, certains ont exprimé d’entrée de jeu leurs 

inquiétudes : 

– Des répondants perçoivent des signes que le 

BSIF a davantage tendance à prescrire 

qu’auparavant. 

– D’autres nourrissent des inquiétudes 

concernant la mise en œuvre de Bâle III. De 

fait, certaines institutions de grande taille 

estiment que le BSIF devance les autorités de 

contrôle des autres pays dans la mise en 

œuvre de Bâle III et que cela peut nuire à la 

compétitivité des institutions financières 

canadiennes. 

CONSULTATION DES INSTITUTIONS DE 
DÉPÔTS POUR L’ÉLABORATION DE 
CONSIGNES 

PERCEPTION GÉNÉRALE À L’ÉGARD DU PROCESSUS DE 
CONSULTATION DU BSIF 

 Le BSIF s’est attiré de nombreux éloges pour sa 

volonté de consulter le secteur. Son approche de la 

consultation est perçue comme étant un élément 

déterminant de l’établissement de rapports positifs 

avec les institutions financières canadiennes. 

IMPRESSIONS SUR LA CONSULTATION AU SUJET DE LA LIGNE 
DIRECTRICE B-20 

 En règle générale, les participants ont une opinion 

très positive de la consultation du secteur au sujet 

de la ligne directrice B-20, Pratiques et procédures 

de souscription de prêts hypothécaires résidentiels. 

– Les participants ont apprécié le fait que le BSIF 

leur avait soumis une version provisoire de la 

ligne directrice pour qu’ils l’étudient. 

– La consultation de l’Association des banquiers 

canadiens (ABC) est jugée appropriée et 
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process. Some feel that the draft guidance did 

not reflect a sufficient depth of understanding 

of the realities of the marketplace the 

guidance addresses. 

– In the end, however, the institutions feel that 

OSFI listened to many of their concerns and 

addressed these concerns in feedback to the 

industry and in the final guidance. 

IMPRESSIONS OF THE GUIDELINE B-20 SUMMARY OF 
STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

 Most are aware of the Guideline B-20 post-

consultation summary provided by OSFI. It is 

assessed as clear and effective in outlining OSFI’s 

responses to the stakeholder input provided 

through the consultation process.  

IMPRESSIONS OF BASEL III COMMUNICATIONS 

 Among those with an opinion, perceptions that 

OSFI has been effective in communicating its 

expectations regarding changes to the definition of 

capital under the Basel III framework are almost 

universal. 

– Much of the positive commentary focuses on 

OSFI’s active efforts to reach out and inform 

stakeholders.  Further, OSFI is perceived to 

have worked well with Canada’s financial 

institutions in the Basel III consultation 

process.  Almost without exception, OSFI’s 

approach in that process is perceived 

favourably. 

 While assessments of OSFI’s consultation process 

for Basel III are mainly positive, some of the 

commentary extends beyond the consultation 

process to concerns about the implementation of 

Basel III.  This commentary is provided exclusively 

by large financial institution participants.  

– These participants believe that OSFI may be 

placing the Canadian financial services industry 

at a competitive disadvantage internationally 

because it is asking Canadian financial 

institutions to implement the Basel III capital 

requirements in advance of other jurisdictions.   

perçue comme étant un facteur déterminant 

de la réussite du processus dans son ensemble. 

– La version finale de la ligne directrice est jugée 

efficace pour ce qui est de communiquer les 

attentes du BSIF relatives à la souscription de 

prêts hypothécaires résidentiels. 

– Les problèmes soulevés avaient trait à la ligne 

directrice provisoire elle-même plutôt qu’au 

processus de consultation. Certains estimaient 

que celle-ci n’était pas le fruit d’une analyse 

approfondie de la réalité du marché. 

– En fin de compte, cependant, les institutions 

estiment que le BSIF a répondu à un grand 

nombre de leurs préoccupations et qu’il en a 

tenu compte dans la version finale de la ligne 

directrice. 

IMPRESSIONS SUR LE SOMMAIRE DES COMMENTAIRES DES 
PARTIES INTÉRESSÉES AU SUJET DE LA LIGNE DIRECTRICE 
B-20 

 La plupart des participants sont au courant de 

l’existence du sommaire des commentaires publié 

après la consultation sur la ligne directrice B-20. Ce 

document donne des réponses claires et utiles aux 

commentaires exprimés par les parties intéressées 

tout au long du processus de consultation. 

IMPRESSIONS SUR LES COMMUNICATIONS PORTANT SUR 
BÂLE III 

 Les participants qui ont exprimé une opinion 

considèrent, de façon quasi unanime, que le BSIF a 

communiqué efficacement ses attentes concernant 

les changements apportés à la définition de fonds 

propres dans Bâle III. 

– La plus grande partie des commentaires 

positifs a trait aux efforts que le BSIF a 

déployés pour sensibiliser et informer les 

parties prenantes. De plus, on considère que le 

BSIF a entretenu de bons rapports avec les 

institutions financières canadiennes tout au 

long du processus de consultation sur Bâle III. 

L’approche de la consultation adoptée par le 

BSIF a été jugée bonne par la quasi-totalité des 

participants. 
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OVERALL STRENGTHS 

REGULATIONS AND GUIDANCE 

 Most participants believe that OSFI’s guidance is 

effective in providing an indication of OSFI’s 

expectations. 

 Guidance is generally viewed to be written clearly 

and in a way that is easy to understand. 

APPROVALS PROCESS 

 This is an aspect of OSFI’s regulatory mandate 

where positive impressions appear to be 

particularly strong.   

– There is a perception among some who have 

recently sought an approval that OSFI 

recognizes the time sensitivity of many 

approvals and is responsive and committed to 

addressing requests in a timely fashion. 

 OSFI’s timeliness in responding to 
requests for updates about the progress of 
approvals is identified as a further 
strength of the process. 

– Some participants believe that OSFI’s 

effectiveness in processing applications is 

improving, with several participants 

commenting that OSFI has an established track 

record in processing applications effectively 

and is only getting better. 

– These impressions are a further reflection of 

what is considered to be a collaborative, 

dialogue-based relationship between OSFI and 

the institutions it regulates. 

SUPERVISION 

 OSFI is perceived as highly effective in monitoring 

and supervising deposit-taking institutions.  

– Most participants feel their institution has an 

opportunity to discuss issues of concern with 

OSFI prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion and 

believe that OSFI is responsive to concerns 

raised. 

– OSFI is also perceived favourably for 

maintaining open dialogue and good 

 Bien que les évaluations du processus de 

consultation sur Bâle III soient positives pour la 

plupart, certains des commentaires vont au-delà du 

processus de consultation et portent sur la mise en 

œuvre de Bâle III. Ces commentaires sont le fait 

exclusif des grandes institutions financières 

participantes. 

– Celles-ci estiment que le BSIF pourrait nuire à 

la compétitivité du secteur canadien des 

services financiers en imposant la mise en 

œuvre des exigences de fonds propres de 

Bâle III avant les autres pays. 

POINTS FORTS GÉNÉRAUX 

RÈGLEMENTS ET CONSIGNES  

 La plupart des participants estiment que les lignes 

directrices du BSIF communiquent efficacement 

ses attentes. 

 En règle générale, les répondants estiment que 

les lignes directrices du BSIF sont claires et faciles à 

comprendre. 

PROCÉDURE D’AGRÉMENT 

 Les impressions au sujet de cet aspect du mandat 

de réglementation du BSIF semblent 

particulièrement positives. 

– Certaines institutions qui ont soumis une 

demande d’agrément dernièrement perçoivent 

que le BSIF est conscient qu’un grand nombre 

de demandes doivent être traitées rapidement 

et qu’il en tient compte. 

 La rapidité avec laquelle le BSIF répond 
aux demandes sur l’état d’avancement de 
leurs demandes d’agrément est 
considérée comme un autre point fort de 
la procédure. 

– Certains participants estiment que l’efficacité 

du traitement des demandes par le BSIF 

augmente, tandis que plusieurs autres ont fait 

savoir que le BSIF avait toujours traité leurs 

demandes efficacement et qu’il ne faisait que 

s’améliorer. 

– Ces impressions prouvent une fois de plus que 
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communications with institutions in the 

supervision process. 

– OSFI’s knowledge of the industry and 

understanding of the institutions themselves 

also contributes to positive ratings on this 

measure. 

– Participants are highly satisfied with OSFI’s 

capacity to interact in the official language of 

their choice. 

IMPRESSIONS OF OSFI STAFF MEMBERS 

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF RELATIONSHIP MANAGERS  

 Most deposit-taking institutions hold positive 

impressions of their Relationship Manager’s (RMs) 

overall capabilities and knowledge levels. 

– Among both large and small institutions, RMs 

are viewed as being capable, responsive, and 

hard working. 

– There is a strongly held perception that RMs 

are effective in coordinating the activities of 

OSFI’s supervisory teams, suggesting that 

responsiveness, the ability to get the right 

people from OSFI involved, and good 

communications contribute to this positive 

impression. 

– Among both large and smaller institutions, 

there is a perception that RMs generally have a 

solid understanding of the sector and issues 

affecting the sector.  Further, once an RM has 

had an opportunity to work with an institution 

for a period of time, most feel their RM 

effectively grasps their institution’s issues. 

CONCERNS REGARDING RM TURNOVER 

 Among some smaller institutions, there is a 

perception that the RM turnover rate is high. 

– These institutions express frustration about 

the time needed to train each new incoming 

RM about the specifics of their institution.   

EXPOSURE TO SPECIALIST SUPPORT GROUPS  

 Not all institutions report having had interaction 

with specialist groups.  A significant subgroup of 

le BSIF entretient, avec les institutions qu’il 

réglemente, des rapports axés sur la 

collaboration et le dialogue. 

SURVEILLANCE 

 Le contrôle et la surveillance des institutions de 

dépôts par le BSIF sont jugés très efficaces. 

– La plupart des participants estiment que leur 

institution a l’occasion de discuter avec le BSIF 

des points préoccupants avant que celui-ci 

prenne une décision, et ils considèrent que le 

BSIF se montre sensible à leurs préoccupations. 

– De plus, les répondants apprécient le fait que 

le BSIF maintient un dialogue ouvert et de 

bonnes communications avec les institutions 

pendant le processus de surveillance. 

– Sa connaissance du secteur et des institutions 

mêmes expliquent également les bonnes notes 

que le BSIF a obtenues pour cette question. 

– Les participants sont très satisfaits du fait que 

le BSIF est en mesure de communiquer avec 

eux dans la langue officielle de leur choix. 

IMPRESSIONS SUR LE PERSONNEL DU BSIF 

IMPRESSIONS GÉNÉRALES SUR LES GESTIONNAIRES DES 
RELATIONS 

 La plupart des institutions de dépôts ont une bonne 

opinion des capacités générales et du niveau de 

connaissance de leur gestionnaire des relations 

(GR). 

– Tant les répondants des grandes institutions 

que ceux des petites perçoivent les GR comme 

étant des personnes capables, sensibles et 

travaillantes. 

– Les répondants croient fermement que les GR 

coordonnent efficacement les activités des 

équipes de surveillance du BSIF, ce qui laisse 

penser que leur sensibilité aux besoins, leur 

capacité de faire intervenir les bons employés 

du BSIF ainsi que leurs bonnes communications 

contribuent à cette impression positive. 

– Tant les répondants des grandes institutions 

que ceux des petites considèrent que les GR 
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participants report that their institution has not 

dealt with one of these specialist groups in the past 

year. 

 Generally, comments about the specialist groups 

tend to be positive.  However, there is one group 

about which a number of institutions express 

concern.   

– Anti-Money Laundering and Compliance 

Division (AMLC) is perceived by some to be 

more rigid in its approach compared to other 

specialist groups and as less willing to engage 

in dialogue.  

OTHER OSFI STAFF-RELATED ISSUES 

 Some larger institutions believe that OSFI should be 

working to enhance the depth of knowledge 

among many of its staff members (RMs, 

supervisory staff and those in specialist support 

groups) regarding the implications of international 

issues and regulatory environments for Canada’s 

financial institutions and Canada’s regulatory 

approach.   

PERCEIVED OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
IMPROVEMENT FOR OSFI 

TIMELINESS IN WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE 

 Assessments of OSFI’s timeliness in written 

correspondence tend to be more muted.  Concerns 

are due primarily to perceived delays in the 

delivery of written reports.  While most 

participants feel that verbal communication from 

OSFI is prompt and timely, some participants cite a 

lengthy wait after receiving verbal communications 

before receiving the corresponding written 

communication from OSFI. 

BALANCE BETWEEN PRUDENTIAL CONSIDERATIONS AND 
COMPETITION 

 Assessments of OSFI with respect to striking an 

appropriate balance between prudential 

considerations and the need for institutions to 

compete in developing regulations and guidance 

are moderate.  Several issues are raised here.   

ont une solide connaissance du secteur et des 

problèmes auxquels il fait face. De plus, après 

une certaine période de collaboration, la 

plupart des institutions estiment que leur GR 

saisit bien leurs enjeux. 

PRÉOCCUPATIONS AU SUJET DU TAUX DE ROULEMENT DES 
GR 

 Les répondants de certaines petites institutions 

considèrent que le taux de roulement des GR est 

trop élevé. 

– Ces institutions se sont dites contrariées à 

cause du temps qu’il leur faut pour renseigner 

un nouveau GR sur les particularités de leur 

institution. 

RAPPORTS AVEC LES GROUPES DE SOUTIEN SPÉCIALISÉ  

 Toutes les institutions n’ont pas eu affaire aux 

groupes de soutien spécialisé. Un nombre 

important de participants ont fait savoir que leur 

institution n’avait eu affaire à aucun de ces groupes 

au cours de l’année précédente. 

 En règle générale, les commentaires sur les groupes 

de soutien spécialisé sont positifs. Cela dit, il est un 

groupe au sujet duquel plusieurs institutions ont 

exprimé leur inquiétude. 

– La Division de la lutte contre le recyclage des 

produits de la criminalité et de la conformité 

est perçue par certains comme étant plus 

rigide dans son approche que les autres 

groupes de spécialistes et moins disposé à 

dialoguer. 

AUTRE POINT CONCERNANT LE PERSONNEL DU BSIF 

 Certaines institutions de grande taille estiment que 

le BSIF devrait chercher à approfondir les 

connaissances d’un grand nombre de ses employés 

(GR, personnel de surveillance et employés des 

groupes du soutien spécialisé) au sujet des 

implications des enjeux et des cadres de 

réglementation internationaux pour les institutions 

financières et le cadre de réglementation 

canadiens. 
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– There is a perception that OSFI needs to be 

clear about implementation schedules as these 

are perceived to have a direct impact on the 

competitive position of financial institutions.   

 Mentioned most frequently is the 
implementation of Basel III.  As noted 
previously, some participants from large 
institutions believe that OSFI may be 
placing the Canadian financial services 
industry at a competitive disadvantage 
internationally if it requires Canadian 
financial institutions to implement the 
Basel III capital requirements in advance 
of other jurisdictions.  

 Concerns about the implementation of 
Guideline B-20 were also raised, but by 
fewer participants. 

– While not mentioned in response to any one 

particular question, some smaller institutions 

raised a concern that meeting OSFI’s 

regulatory requirements is making it 

progressively more difficult for smaller 

institutions to compete in the marketplace.   

COMMUNICATION OF INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

 Some institutions report that, while they are 

interested, they do not feel fully apprised of OSFI’s 

international activities or of international 

developments that may affect the Canadian 

deposit-taking sector. However, they are interested 

in learning more and suggest greater use of emails, 

seminars/conferences and one-on-one sessions 

with OSFI representatives as means by which OSFI 

could better communicate international 

developments.  

REGULATORY BURDEN 

 While not specifically mentioned in responses to a 

single question, concerns are raised throughout the 

consultation regarding the increasing regulatory 

burden faced by the sector.   

– In this context, smaller institutions in particular 

suggest that their resources and capacity 

available to respond to OSFI requests are 

IMPRESSIONS SUR LES POINTS À AMÉLIORER 

RAPIDITÉ DES COMMUNICATIONS ÉCRITES  

 Les évaluations de la rapidité des communications 

écrites du BSIF sont généralement plus faibles. Les 

préoccupations tiennent essentiellement au retard 

perçu dans la transmission des rapports écrits. Bien 

que la plupart des participants estiment que les 

communications verbales du BSIF sont produites 

rapidement et en temps voulu, certains ont signalé 

un long délai entre la communication verbale et la 

réception du document écrit. 

JUSTE MILIEU ENTRE LES CONSIDÉRATIONS D’ORDRE 
PRUDENTIEL ET LA LIBRE CONCURRENCE  

 Les évaluations du BSIF sont moyennes pour ce qui 

est de sa capacité, lorsqu’il s’agit d’élaborer des 

règlements et des lignes directrices, à trouver le 

juste milieu entre les considérations d’ordre 

prudentiel et la nécessité pour les institutions de 

faire face à la concurrence. 

– Les répondants considèrent que le BSIF doit 

communiquer clairement les calendriers de 

mise en œuvre, car ceux-ci sont perçus comme 

ayant une incidence directe sur la compétitivité 

des institutions financières. 

 La mise en œuvre de Bâle III est le point 
qui a été cité le plus souvent. Nous l’avons 
vu, certains répondants de grandes 
institutions estiment que le BSIF nuirait à 
la compétitivité internationale du secteur 
des services financiers s’il exigeait des 
institutions financières canadiennes de 
mettre en œuvre les exigences de fonds 
propres de Bâle III avant les autres pays. 

 Un plus petit nombre de répondants ont 
aussi signalé certaines craintes concernant 
la mise en œuvre de la ligne directrice 
B-20. 

– Sans que ce soit en réponse à une question 

précise, quelques institutions de petite taille 

ont exprimé leur inquiétude du fait qu’il leur 

était de plus en plus difficile de répondre aux 

exigences réglementaires du BSIF tout en 
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relatively limited compared to the large 

institutions and that OSFI does not take this 

into account when making those requests. 

– Further, some institutions (regardless of size) 

suggest that OSFI makes too many ad-hoc 

requests and would like OSFI to give greater 

consideration to the impact in terms of time, 

resources and potential requirement for 

operational adaptation that these requests can 

have on institutions.   

– Finally, some suggest that similar requests 

come from different are\as of OSFI and that 

these requests should be streamlined into one.  

LOOKING FORWARD – RISK ISSUES UPON 
WHICH DTIs BELIEVE OSFI SHOULD BE 
FOCUSING 

 Participants identify a number of risk areas that 

they feel should be priorities for OSFI over the next 

two to three years. 

 Three potential risk areas are mentioned more 

than others:  

- Liquidity risk; 

- Credit risk (including credit risk related to 

mortgages, HELOCs and credit cards); and,  

- The implications of the transition to Basel III 

and how that will affect liquidity and capital 

levels for Canadian financial institutions. 

 

 

demeurant concurrentielles. 

COMMUNICATION DES ACTIVITÉS INTERNATIONALES 

 Des institutions ont fait savoir que, malgré leur 

intérêt, elles ne semblent pas être entièrement 

informées des activités internationales du BSIF ni 

des faits nouveaux internationaux susceptibles de 

les toucher. Pourtant, elles souhaitent en savoir 

plus et proposent, comme moyen d’améliorer leur 

connaissance des développements internationaux, 

une plus grande utilisation des courriels, la tenue 

de colloques ou de conférences ainsi que des 

rencontres individuelles avec des représentants du 

BSIF. 

FARDEAU RÉGLEMENTAIRE 

 Sans que ce soit en réponse à une question précise, 

des inquiétudes ont été soulevées tout au long des 

consultations au sujet de l’alourdissement du 

fardeau réglementaire auquel le secteur doit faire 

face. 

– Dans ce contexte, les petites institutions, en 

particulier, ont fait savoir que leurs ressources 

et leur capacité de répondre aux demandes du 

BSIF sont relativement limitées par 

comparaison aux institutions de grande taille, 

et que le BSIF n’en tient pas compte au 

moment de faire ces demandes. 

– De plus, certaines institutions, quelle que soit 

leur taille, ont indiqué que le BSIF fait trop de 

demandes ponctuelles, et qu’elles aimeraient 

qu’il tienne davantage compte du temps et des 

ressources que ces demandes nécessitent et 

de l’obligation qu’elles leur imposent parfois 

de remanier leurs activités. 

– Enfin, des participants ont fait remarquer que 

les divers secteurs du BSIF faisaient parfois les 

mêmes demandes et que celles-ci devraient 

être regroupées. 
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RISQUES SUR LESQUELS LE BSIF DEVRAIT 
SE CONCENTRER, DE L’AVIS DES 
INSTITUTIONS DE DÉPÔTS 

 Les participants ont recensé un certain nombre de 

secteurs à risque qui, selon eux, devraient être le 

point de mire du BSIF au cours deux ou trois 

prochaines années. 

 Ont été cités le plus souvent les trois secteurs à 

risque suivants :  

– le risque de liquidité; 

– le risque de crédit, y compris le risque lié aux 

prêts hypothécaires, aux marges de crédit 

adossées à des biens immobiliers ou aux cartes 

de crédit; 

– les conséquences de la transition vers Bâle III 

et la façon dont celle-ci influera sur les niveaux 

de liquidité et de fonds propres des institutions 

financières canadiennes. 
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II. Research Objectives and 
Methodology 
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Research Objectives and Methodology 

A. Background 

 In 2011, OSFI commissioned The Strategic Counsel as an independent research firm to undertake a process of 

consultation with key stakeholders in order to explore perceptions of OSFI and the current deposit-taking 

institution marketplace.   The consultation comprised a series of confidential one-on-one in-person and 

telephone interviews with CEOs, CFOs and other senior executives of deposit-taking institutions regulated by 

OSFI. 

B. Research Objectives 

 The primary objective of the research is to obtain perspectives concerning the discharge of key elements of OSFI’s 

mandate as a federal regulator of deposit-taking institutions. 

 Specific objectives are to investigate overall impressions of OSFI as well as to explore perceptions of OSFI’s 

performance on key elements of its role as a prudential regulator as it relates to:  

– Regulations and Guidance; 

– Supervision; and, 

– The Approvals process. 

C. Methodology 

 Findings are based on a total of 50 one-on-one interviews among CEOs, CFOs and other senior executives.  

Interviews were conducted from August 16 through November 2, 2012.  The average interview length was 60 

minutes. 

 Of these interviews, 45 were conducted in English and 5 were conducted in French. 

 The table provides the short forms used in commentary in the report. 

HEADING SEGMENT DESCRIPTION 
TOTAL NUMBER OF 

PARTICIPANTS 
INTERVIEWED 

NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS IN 
POPULATION FROM WHICH 

PARTICIPANTS WERE DRAWN 

Total Sample 
All those who participated in the 

consultation. 
50 121 

Institution 
Asset Size 

Large – Participants at institutions with 
assets of at least $1 billion 

34 64 

Small – Participants at institutions  
with assets under $1 billion 

16 57 

 

 It should be noted that multiple interviews may have been undertaken among some large institutions. 
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 Research Objectives and Methodology 

A Note About Non-Responses  

 For a number of questions, significant proportions of participants did not feel that they had sufficient knowledge 

to provide an opinion.  

 Results have been recalculated to exclude those participants who answered “don’t know” or who did not offer a 

response.   

 Where such a recalculation has been made it is referenced in a footnote.   

A Note About Small Sample Sizes - Qualitative Research 

 The sample sizes for this consultation are relatively small.  Thus, the findings should be considered qualitative 

in nature.  

 The small sample sizes allow only limited scope for subgroup analysis.  However, where thematically consistent 

differences occur they are noted.  

A Note About Tables And Charts 

 While some results are presented in table form, they should still be considered directional in nature due to the 

small sample sizes.   

 Some tables may add to slightly more, or less, than 100% due to rounding issues associated with small sample 

sizes. 
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III. Overall Impressions of OSFI 
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Overall Impressions of OSFI 

Overall Satisfaction with OSFI as the Principal Prudential Regulator and Supervisor 

Q.1/Q.2:  Overall, how satisfied are you with OSFI as the principal prudential regulator and supervisor of Canada’s financial 
services industry? Why do you offer that response? 

 Overall satisfaction with OSFI is high. Participants are almost universal in reporting that they are “very” or 

“somewhat satisfied” with OSFI as the regulator and supervisor of Canada’s financial services industry. 

 Intense satisfaction (“very satisfied”) with OSFI’s overall performance appears to be greater among smaller 

deposit-taking institutions than among the large institutions. 

 OSFI is well regarded for the positive relationships it has developed with deposit-taking institutions.  Specifically, 

OSFI is viewed as: 

– Professional and collaborative in its interaction with deposit-taking institutions; 

– Better than some other regulators in its willingness to discuss issues with institutions. 

 OSFI is viewed as having contributed to the positive performance of Canadian financial  

institutions during recent turmoil. 

 Further, OSFI is believed to be well regarded internationally.   

 While views are almost exclusively positive, a few concerns were raised: 

– Some suggest that OSFI appears to be moving toward a more prescriptive approach to regulation. 

– Some large institutions believe that OSFI may be moving too quickly (i.e., in advance of other international 

jurisdictions) to have Canadian institutions implement Basel III, an approach that some believe has the 

potential to place Canadian financial institutions at a competitive disadvantage.   
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Overall Impressions of OSFI 

OSFI’s Performance in Contributing to Public Confidence 

Q.3/Q.4:  How would you rate OSFI’s performance in terms of contributing to public confidence in Canada’s financial services 
industry?  Is OSFI’s performance ...?  Why do you offer that response? 

 OSFI is almost universally viewed as doing a good job of contributing to public confidence in Canada’s financial 

services industry.   

– Impressions of OSFI’s performance are particularly positive compared to the evaluation of the regulator on 

other issues with most participants expressing strongly positive views about OSFI on this measure. 

– Again, it appears that participants from smaller institutions hold more strongly positive views of OSFI on this 

measure than participants from the larger institutions. 

– Participants feel that public confidence stems from the strong performance of the Canadian financial services 

sector, particularly compared to other countries.  In part, they attribute the sector’s performance to OSFI.  

However participants also believe that OSFI is not the sole reason for the sector’s performance and that the 

institutions themselves also played a role. 

– Some participants believe that OSFI has enhanced Canada’s reputation internationally. 

– Some participants add that OSFI has taken a measured and reasonable approach in its public 

communications. 

– A small group of participants suggest that OSFI is not well known by the public.   
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Overall Impressions of OSFI 

Extent to Which OSFI Focuses on Appropriate Areas of Risk 

Q.5/Q.6:  How would you rate OSFI on the extent to which OSFI focuses on the appropriate areas of risk in the deposit-taking 
sector?  Why do you offer that response? 

 A strong majority view OSFI positively on this issue. However, relative to other areas of exploration, the intensity 

of positive commentary appears weaker. 

 In many cases, open-ended commentary from those who hold a positive view on this measure simply restates the 

rating without providing any additional detail. 

– Examples of the risk areas identified by those who hold a positive view include mortgage and/or consumer 

debt and liquidity. 

 Many institutions suggest that on a macro-level OSFI has been focusing on the same concerns as the industry or 

that it has been proactive in identifying broader risk areas and that it has been improving in this regard. 

 However, a number of institutions express concern that OSFI’s focus on some issues is disproportionate to their 

perceived importance to the overall risk profile of the institution. 

– Examples given by some include anti-money laundering (AML) and Residential Mortgage Underwriting 

Practices and Procedures (Guideline B-20). 

– Other examples are mentioned by individual participants only. 
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IV. Impressions of  OSFI’s Guidance 
Consultation Process 
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

Satisfaction with Guideline B-20 Consultation Process 

Q.17/Q.18:  Overall, how satisfied are you with the consultative process OSFI followed in the development of Guideline B-20?  
Why do you offer that response? 

 Almost one-third of participants did not provide a response to the line of questions concerning the development 

of Guideline B-20. 

– Many of these participants indicated that their institution is not affected by Guideline B-20. 

– Others indicated that in their capacity they did not feel able to answer knowledgeably about the process.  

 Among those with an opinion, a strong majority indicate that they are at least somewhat satisfied with the 

consultative process. Only a few participants express dissatisfaction.   

 Among those who hold positive impressions of the consultation process, perceptions are that: 

– OSFI consulted through the CBA and that use of the CBA was appropriate and contributed to the success of 

the process overall.   

– The outcome of the process is mainly viewed as positive.  The institutions feel that OSFI listened to many of 

their concerns and addressed these concerns in feedback to the industry and in the final guidance. 
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

Satisfaction with Guideline B-20 Consultation Process (cont’d) 

Q.17/Q.18:  Overall, how satisfied are you with the consultative process OSFI followed in the development of Guideline B-20?  
Why do you offer that response? (Continued) 

 While negative impressions are few, some concerns are raised about certain aspects of the consultation process: 

– Some feel that the draft guidance did not reflect a sufficient depth of understanding of the realities of the 

marketplace the guidance addresses. 

– A small number feel that the consultation process was too brief and did not leave some institutions sufficient 

time to respond, or allow OSFI sufficient time for consideration of the comments provided by the 

stakeholders. 
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

Awareness and Perceived Effectiveness of Guideline B-20 Stakeholder Summary 

Q.19:  Were you aware that OSFI provided a summary of stakeholder comments and an explanation of how OSFI dealt with 
these issues in the final Guideline? 
Q.20:  How effective was the summary in communicating the decisions OSFI took on the issues raised by stakeholders regarding 
Guideline B-20?  

 A strong majority report they were aware of the summary of stakeholder comments provided in the Guideline B-

20 consultation process and the explanation of how OSFI dealt with the stakeholder issues raised.   

 About half of participants felt they were not able to assess the effectiveness of the summary either because the 

guideline does not apply to their institution and so they did not keep abreast of the consultation, or because they 

did not read the summary.  

 Among those with an opinion, almost all found the summary to be effective in communicating the decisions OSFI 

took on the issues raised by stakeholders. 

 Many of those with an opinion report that the summary was clear.  

 Small numbers of participants suggest that the summary was informative and effective in presenting and 

outlining OSFI’s response to stakeholder comments or that providing the summary to stakeholders was a good 

initiative on OSFI’s part.  

 A small number offer negative commentary about the summary.  They feel that the summary served to illustrate 

that OSFI was not listening to industry concerns.  
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

Effectiveness of Final B-20 Guidance in Communicating OSFI Expectations Regarding 
Residential Mortgage Underwriting 

Q.22/Q.23:  Thinking about the final Guideline B-20, how effective has OSFI been in communicating its expectations to the 
industry regarding residential mortgage underwriting as set out in Guideline B-20?  Why do you offer that response? 

 All of those with an opinion see OSFI as being effective in communicating its expectations regarding residential 

mortgage underwriting under Guideline B-20. 

 Two-thirds believe OSFI has been “very effective” in communicating its expectations.  

 The positive views stem from a perception that the B-20 Guideline is clear. 

 While overall views are positive, one concern is raised by a number of participants –  the timing of the B-20 

implementation process.  They believe that the timing for implementation was unclear and thus not all 

institutions implemented at the same time. 
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

OSFI’s Effectiveness in Communicating Expectations Regarding Changes to Definition of 
Capital under Basel III Framework  

Q.24/25:  How effective has OSFI been to this point in communicating its expectations regarding changes to the definition of 
capital under the Basel III framework? Why do you offer that response?   

 A number of participants report that Basel III does not have a direct effect on their institution, while some others 

felt they could not comment as they were not conversant with the issue. 

 Among those with an opinion, positive impressions of OSFI as effective in communicating its expectations 

regarding changes to the definition of capital under the Basel III framework are almost universal. 

– Positive impressions often stem from a belief that OSFI has done a good job of consulting with the 

financial institutions on the issue of developing a framework related to Basel. 

 Many of the open-ended responses focus on OSFI’s active efforts to reach out and inform stakeholders.  Examples 

cited include: 

– Direct contact with the institution;  

– Consultation with, and provision of updates through the CBA; and, 

– Presentations and feedback at conferences and seminars.  

 The findings here further underscore the importance of dialogue between OSFI and the institutions it regulates. 

 Further, many of those with an opinion feel that OSFI’s communications have been clear and that OSFI has been 

responsive in its efforts to consult and inform the industry.   
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

OSFI’s Effectiveness in Communicating Expectations Regarding Changes to Definition of 
Capital under Basel III Framework (cont’d) 

Q.24/25:  How effective has OSFI been to this point in communicating its expectations regarding changes to the definition of 
capital under the Basel III framework? Why do you offer that response? (Continued) 

 While assessments of OSFI’s consultation process for Basel III are mainly positive, some of the commentary 

extended beyond the consultation process to concerns about the implementation of Basel III.   

– This commentary was provided exclusively by large financial institution participants.  

– These participants believe that OSFI may be placing the Canadian financial services industry at a competitive 

disadvantage internationally because it is asking Canadian financial institutions to implement the Basel III 

capital requirements in advance of other jurisdictions.   
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

How OSFI Could Improve Communications Regarding Basel III Implementation 

Q.26:  Moving forward, what could OSFI do to improve its communications with your institution regarding Basel III 
implementation? 

 A number of participants comment that OSFI has done well in light of the evolving nature of the Basel III 

implementation and that they can offer no suggestions for improvement.   

 Among those who have suggestions for improvement, much of the commentary focuses on a need for more 

regular information from OSFI. 

– A number of smaller institutions report that they would like seminars or conferences which are developed 

specifically for the needs of smaller FIs. There is a perception that the informational needs of smaller 

institutions are distinct from those of the large institutions as they relate to Basel III and that a more targeted 

approach by OSFI would be of significant benefit. 

– Unrelated to the small versus large institution issues, there is a call for more frequent OSFI-sponsored 

information seminars and conferences on the issue. 

 A number of participants indicate that they are seeking further clarification as to OSFI’s position on Basel III 

moving forward. 

 Some suggest that OSFI needs to provide more timely communications about its expectations regarding the 

implementation of Basel III in Canada.  In particular, these participants are interested in better understanding 

OSFI’s position on the timing of implementation relative to other jurisdictions so that the deposit-taking sector 

has sufficient time to implement the changes required to meet OSFI’s expectations.   

 Consistent with commentary from the previous question, concern is again expressed that Canadian financial 

institutions not be placed at a competitive disadvantage through OSFI directing the implementation of Basel III in 

Canada in advance of other jurisdictions.  
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

OSFI’s Ability to Respond in Timely Manner to Market Changes or Industry Suggestions 
that Regulations and Guidance Need Updating 

Q.7/Q.8:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to responding in a timely manner to market changes or to industry suggestions 
that regulations and guidance need updating?  

 Overall, OSFI is seen as making a good effort to respond in a timely manner to market changes or industry 

suggestions that regulations and guidance need updating. 

 Among the relatively few participants who are less positive in their comments about OSFI on this measure, 

concern is expressed that OSFI may not pay sufficient heed to industry input and that OSFI can be slower than 

institutions would like in delivering updated guidance. 
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Impressions of OSFI’s Guidance Consultation Process 

OSFI Performance in Consulting with the Financial Services Industry When Developing 
Regulations and Guidance 

Q.9/Q.10:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to consulting with the financial services industry when developing regulations 
and guidance?  Why do you offer that response?  

 A strong majority of participants believe that OSFI has done a good job consulting the financial services industry 

when developing regulations and guidance.  Examples include: 

– The consultation process leading to the development of Basel III guidance 

– The Guideline B-20 consultation process 

 While the consultation process that OSFI has engaged in for significant pieces of new guidance is viewed 

favourably, some larger institutions express frustration concerning the initial Guideline B-20 draft guidance 

released for comment and consultation.  

– They feel the draft did not reflect a sufficient depth of understanding of the realities of the marketplace the 

guidance addresses. 

 Although the CBA is seen by many institutions as an appropriate consultation channel and information source, 

some small institutions believe that the CBA is dominated by the large institutions and urge OSFI to ensure that 

its consultation outreach is broad enough to include smaller institutions in a meaningful way.  
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V. OSFI Strengths 
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OSFI Strengths: Regulations and Guidance 

Effectiveness of OSFI Guidance in Providing Indication of OSFI Expectations 

Q.13/Q.14:  Overall, how effective do you think OSFI’s guidance is in providing an indication of OSFI’s expectations?  Why do you 
offer that response? 

 Almost universally, participants believe OSFI’s guidance has been at least somewhat effective in providing an 

indication of OSFI’s expectations. 

 Favourable impressions of OSFI on this issue appear to be driven largely by the perception that guidance is 

written clearly.   

 Clearly written guidance is supported by effective OSFI communications surrounding the release of guidance.   
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OSFI Strengths: Regulations and Guidance 

Developing Regulations and Guidance that are Clear and Easy to Understand 

Q.15/Q.16:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to developing regulations and guidance that are clear and easy to 
understand?  Why do you offer that response? 

 A strong majority of participants find OSFI’s guidance clear and comprehensible.   

 Open-ended commentary in support of favourable impressions simply reiterates that OSFI’s guidance is clear.  

 Although not offered as a suggestion that OSFI’s guidance is difficult to comprehend, some institutions report 

that guidance leaves open too much room for interpretation.   
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OSFI Strengths: Approvals 

Overall Satisfaction with OSFI in Processing Applications 

Q.27/Q.28: What is your overall level of satisfaction with OSFI in processing applications from your institution?  Why do you 
offer that response? 

 About one-in-five participants did not provide an answer to this question because they report that their 

institution has not had a recent approval or they personally have not been exposed directly to OSFI’s approvals 

process. 

 Among those with an opinion, a strong majority report being very satisfied with the processing of their 

applications. 

 This is an area in which impressions of OSFI are particularly positive.    

 Commentary underscores the importance of timeliness in processing applications.  Some participants report that 

OSFI appears sensitive to the need to address requests promptly as applications are often time-sensitive for the 

financial institutions.  Further, some specifically note that OSFI staff members are responsive and will put in the 

time and marshal the resources required in order to ensure that individual approvals move along in a timely 

fashion.  

 Other drivers of satisfaction with OSFI on this measure include communications, keeping the institution informed 

during the process, and providing a rationale for the decisions made. 
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OSFI Strengths: Approvals 

How Well OSFI Application Decisions are Understood 

Q.29/Q.30:  How well do you understand the basis on which OSFI makes decisions about your institution’s applications?  Why do 
you offer that response? 

 Among those who feel they could comment, almost all of the participants report that they understand the basis 

on which OSFI makes applications decisions. 

 Only a few participants report that they had a poor understanding of the decision about their application.  

 As only those participants who responded with “very poor” or “somewhat poor” to Q.29 were asked to provide 

open-ended commentary about their impressions, the number of participants providing open-ended comments is 

not large enough to support analysis. 
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OSFI Strengths: Approvals 

Incidence of Request for Regulatory Approval and Perceived Responsiveness of OSFI to 
Requests for Status Updates on Applications 

Q31:  Has your institution made a request for a regulatory approval or ruling in the past 2-3 years? 
Q.32/Q.33:  Thinking about request(s) for a regulatory approval or ruling your institution has submitted in the past 2-3 years, 
how would you rate OSFI with respect to…..Responding to your institution’s requests for updates on the status of applications? 
Why do you offer that response? 

 About two-thirds of those interviewed indicate that their institution has made a request for a regulatory approval 

or ruling in the past 2-3 years. 

 This is one of the areas examined in the consultation where very positive impressions of OSFI appear most 

prevalent. An assessment of “very good” is provided by a solid majority of participants.  

 Generally, participants have found that OSFI is responsive to requests for updates.  

 The timeliness of OSFI’s response to requests for updates is cited most frequently by those who held a positive 

view of OSFI on this measure. 
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OSFI Strengths: Approvals 

Providing an Opportunity for DTIs to Discuss Issues of Concern Prior to OSFI Coming to a 
Conclusion 

Q.34/Q.35:  Thinking about request(s) for a regulatory approval or ruling your institution has submitted in the past 2-3 years, 
how would you rate OSFI with respect to…Providing an opportunity for your institution to discuss issues of concern with OSFI 
prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion?  Why do you offer that response? 

 Those whose institution has made a request for a regulatory approval/ruling and who offered an opinion hold 

highly positive impressions of OSFI with respect to providing an opportunity for the institution to discuss issues of 

concern with OSFI prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion. 

 Positive commentary reflects the collaborative dialogue-based relationship OSFI is perceived to foster with 

institutions. 
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OSFI Strengths: Approvals 

OSFI’s Overall Effectiveness in Processing Applications over Past Few Years 

Q.36/Q.37:  Compared to a few years ago, would you say that OSFI’s overall effectiveness in processing applications from your 
institution is now … ?   Why do you offer that response? 

 Over half of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 Among those with an opinion, less than half believe that OSFI is at least “somewhat more effective” in processing 

applications compared to a few years ago. 

 A strong majority of participants indicate that they have been “very satisfied” with OSFI in processing applications 

from their institution.  As such, the group (about one-third) who believe that OSFI’s effectiveness in processing 

applications has remained “the same” compared to a few years ago are generally reflecting a pre-existing very 

positive assessment of OSFI’s effectiveness in processing applications and have not changed that assessment.  

– Several participants noted that OSFI has an established track record in processing applications effectively and 

is only getting better. 
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OSFI Strengths: Supervision 

OSFI’s Overall Effectiveness in Monitoring and Supervising Institutions 

Q.38/Q.39:  Overall, how effective do you think OSFI is in monitoring and supervising your institution? Why do you offer that 
response? 

 With only a few exceptions, almost all participants believe that OSFI is at least “somewhat effective” in 

monitoring and supervising their institution and the majority characterize OSFI as “very effective”. 

 Across the measures explored in the consultation, this appears to be one of OSFI’s strongest attributes.   

 It appears, however, that strongly positive views are more prevalent among smaller institutions than they are 

among mid-sized or large institutions. 

 Positive views of OSFI on this measure are driven by positive views of OSFI staff, Relationship Managers and 

supervisory teams. 

 OSFI is also perceived favourably for maintaining open dialogue and good communications with institutions. 

 OSFI is praised for doing “due diligence” and demonstrating that it has conducted a thorough review before 

reaching a conclusion.  

 OSFI’s knowledge of the industry and understanding of the institutions themselves also contribute to positive 

ratings on this measure. 
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OSFI Strengths: Supervision 

OSFI’s Provision of Opportunity for DTIs to Discuss Issues of Concern 

Q.40/Q.41:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to providing an opportunity for your institution to discuss issues of concern 
with OSFI prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion?   Why do you offer that response? 

 Among almost all participants the view is that OSFI is willing to provide an opportunity to discuss issues of 

concern prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion. 

 Once again, smaller institutions appear more likely than large institutions to regard OSFI as “very good” on this 

measure. 

 Open-ended commentary suggests that highly positive impressions of OSFI on this measure are a further 

reflection of the widely held view that OSFI is a dialogue-based and collaborative regulator. 

 OSFI is also praised by several participants in this context for being readily available to talk and demonstrating a 

receptivity to discuss issues. 
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OSFI Strengths: Supervision 

Responsiveness to Concerns Raised Regarding Issues of Supervision 

Q.42/43:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to OSFI’s responsiveness to any concerns that your institution may have raised 
regarding issues of supervision? Why do you offer that response? 

 Some participants did not feel able to provide a response here because their institution has not raised any 

concerns with OSFI.   

 Among those with an opinion, nearly nine-in-ten participants assess OSFI as “good” or “very good” for its 

responsiveness to supervisory concerns raised by their institution. 

 Overall, it appears that smaller institutions are more likely than large ones to be highly positive in responding to 

this measure. 

 Among those with an opinion, open-ended commentary emphasizes the importance of OSFI being timely with 

the response. 

 A few participants note that the involvement of senior individuals from OSFI helps to expedite responsiveness to 

the concerns raised. 

 

 

Base: Those with an opinion (n=40)

%
THOSE WITH AN 

OPINION

Very Poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Very Good 

0

2

10

48

40

Base: Those with an opinion (n=40)

%
THOSE WITH AN 

OPINION

Very Poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Very Good 

0

2

10

48

40



 

Final Report – 2012-2013 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   40 

 

 

OSFI Strengths: Supervision 

Clarity of OSFI’s Written Correspondence 

Q.44:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to…The clarity of OSFI’s written correspondence (e.g., Management Reports and 
Supervisory Letters) outlining issues of concern? 

 Almost all of the participants hold generally positive impressions regarding the clarity of OSFI’s written 

correspondence outlining issues of concern, and no participant offered a negative impression. 

 It appears, however, that smaller institutions are more likely than large ones to have strongly positive views on 

this issue. 

 No open-ended question (i.e., reasons for response) followed this question. 
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OSFI Strengths: Supervision 

Consistency of OSFI’s Written and Oral Communications 

Q.47:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to the consistency between OSFI’s written and oral communications? 

 A strong majority of participants see good consistency between OSFI’s written and oral communications. 

 No follow-up commentary was requested for this question.  However, participants were asked to suggest ways in 

which written and oral communications might be improved.   Those findings are provided on page 53.   
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OSFI Strengths: International Activities 

OSFI’s Effectiveness in Representing Interests of Canadian Financial Services Industry in 
International Fora 

Q.65/Q.66:  How effective do you believe OSFI is in representing the interests of the Canadian financial services industry in 
international fora (e.g., Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Financial Stability Board)?   Why do you provide that 
response? 

 Among those with an opinion, a strong majority believe OSFI represents the interests of the Canadian financial 

services industry in international fora effectively. 

 Those with positive impressions cite that OSFI has developed a good reputation internationally.   

– OSFI’s presence on a number of different international committees and that it appears to be well briefed and 

knowledgeable about issues are viewed as contributing to that reputation.   

 While impressions are generally positive, a number of participants raise concerns on 

two fronts.   

– The first relates to a perception that OSFI appears to be positioning Canada to be a leader in the adoption 

and implementation of regulations.  This perception drives concerns that making Canada a leader in this area 

may place Canadian deposit-taking institutions at a competitive disadvantage internationally. 

– While raised initially in response to questions about OSFI’s effectiveness in communicating its expectations 

regarding Basel III capital requirements, concerns about the timing of Canada’s implementation of Basel III 

are raised again here.  
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VI. Impressions of OSFI Staff 
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Relationship Managers 

Impressions of Relationship Manager Knowledge 

How would you rate the knowledge level of your OSFI Relationship Manager in the following areas?  
Q.50:  Legislation, OSFI guidelines, regulatory policy and supervisory practices 
Q.51:  Deposit-taking sector issues and risks 
Q.52:  Your institution 

 The vast majority of participants have positive impressions regarding their RM’s knowledge on the three 

dimensions explored.   

– One participant does not know who their relationship manager is. 

 No open-ended question (i.e., reasons for response) followed these questions, although Q.53 (reported on the 

next page) asks for open-ended commentary regarding what could be improved immediately with respect to the 

knowledge level of the participant’s RM. 
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Relationship Managers 

Need for Immediate Improvement in Relationship Manager Knowledge  

Q.53:  Thinking about the knowledge of your OSFI Relationship Manager what, if anything, do you believe needs to be improved 
immediately? (Among those who have had any dealings with a Relationship Manger over the past 12 months) 

 Overall, the research suggests there is no pressing need for improvement in Relationship Manager knowledge.   

 In fact, open-ended commentary suggests that many participants consider their RM to be knowledgeable, 

professional and hard-working.   

 In terms of professional development, a number of institutions suggest that RMs would benefit from a deeper 

understanding of the current regulatory environment, particularly the effect of international market and 

regulatory issues.  

– The suggestion is that a greater depth of understanding will allow RMs to work more effectively with 

financial institutions. 

 Some of the smaller institutions express concerns about frequent RM turnover. 

– Frequent RM turnover is perceived to impose an extra burden on FI resources.  Participants report that they 

must spend a significant amount of time educating each new RM about the institution.   
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Relationship Managers 

Efforts of Relationship Manager in Coordinating the Activities of OSFI’s Supervisory Teams 

Q.54/Q55:  How would you rate the efforts of your Relationship Manager in coordinating the activities of OSFI’s supervisory 
teams such as those dealing with credit, capital markets, anti-money laundering, compliance, operational risks or corporate 
governance?   Why do you offer that response? 

 Almost all participants have positive impressions of their Relationship Manager’s efforts in coordinating the 

activities of OSFI’s supervisory teams, with most of these impressions being strongly positive.   

 Open-ended commentary suggests that responsiveness, the Relationship Manager’s ability to get the right people 

from OSFI involved, and good communications contribute to this positive perspective. 
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Specialist Support Groups 

Specialist Groups to Which DTIs Have Been Exposed 

Q.56:  Which of the following OSFI specialist support groups have you dealt with over the past 12 months?  

 Not all institutions report having had contact with specialist support groups.  

– Over the past 12 months, approximately six-in-ten participants have dealt with at least one of the specialist 

support groups measured in the consultation.   

 The research suggests that participants dealt most frequently with Anti-Money Laundering and Compliance 

Division (AMLC) and Capital Markets Risk Assessment Services (CMRAS). 

 Only a small number of participants report that they have dealt with the  

Risk, Surveillance and Analytics Division (RSA) and Risk Measurement and Analytics Assessment Services (RMAAS) 

groups.  

 A final note about this question.  While some participants believe it is likely that they have dealt with some of 

these specialty groups, they did not recognize the titles used in the questionnaire.  
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Specialist Support Groups 

Overall Satisfaction with OSFI Specialist Support Groups 

Q.57/Q.58:  Overall, how satisfied are you with the OSFI specialist support groups you have dealt with over the past 12 months? 
Why do you provide that response? 

 A strong majority report that they are satisfied with the OSFI specialist support groups they have dealt with over 

the past 12 months, although satisfaction appears somewhat muted. 

 Overall satisfaction with OSFI specialist support groups underscores the importance that the institutions place on 

dealing with knowledgeable and experienced professionals.   

 Several institutions suggest there is an opportunity for greater sharing of marketplace knowledge across the 

specialist support groups in order to enhance each group’s depth of knowledge. 
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Specialist Support Groups 

Need for Immediate Improvement among OSFI Specialist Support Groups 

Q.59:  Thinking about your dealings with OSFI’s specialist support groups, what, if anything, do you believe needs to be 
improved immediately? (Among those who dealt with at least one specialist support group) 

 Based on their dealings with OSFI’s specialist support groups, the larger institutions express a desire for greater 

subject matter expertise and senior-level involvement. 

 Some participants describe the approach taken by Anti-Money Laundering and Compliance Division (AMLC) as 

not representative of the dialogue-based approach for which OSFI is highly regarded and would appreciate an 

approach that is more flexible and less rigid.  
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Impressions of OSFI Staff: Capacity to Interact In Official Language of 

Choice 

Satisfaction with OSFI’s Capacity to Interact in Official Language of Choice 

Q.67:  Thinking about your dealings with OSFI’s staff on any supervisory or regulatory matter, how satisfied are you with OSFI’s 
capacity to interact with you in the official language of your choice (i.e., English or French)? 
Q.68:  Please explain why you are dissatisfied 

 Almost all participants report that they are very satisfied with OSFI’s capacity to interact in the official language of 

their choice.   

 Open-ended commentary suggests that satisfaction on this measure is dependent on providing bilingual 

representation across not only the Relationship Managers but also the specialist support groups. 

 As only those who had negative perceptions of OSFI’s capacity here were asked to provide reasons  

for their opinion, there is insufficient sample to support analysis of open-ended commentary.   
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VII. Opportunities for Improvement 
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Opportunities for Improvement: Regulations and Guidance 

OSFI’s Performance in Developing Regulations and Guidance that Strike an Appropriate 
Balance 

Q.11/Q.12:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to developing regulations and guidance that strike an appropriate balance 
between prudential considerations and the need for institutions to compete?  Why do you offer that response? 

 Assessments of the balance between prudential considerations and the need to compete struck by OSFI in the 

development of regulations and guidance are muted.  

 A number of large financial institutions express concern that implementing Basel III in advance of other 

jurisdictions will unreasonably impair competitiveness in the service of prudence.  

 Concern is also expressed, generally by participants at smaller institutions, that what they perceive to be an 

increasingly “one size fits all” approach to regulation imposes burdens disproportionately on smaller institutions 

and that this has the potential to affect their competitiveness adversely. 
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Opportunities for Improvement: Supervision 

Timeliness of OSFI’s Written Correspondence 

Q.45/Q.46:  How would you rate OSFI with respect to the timeliness of OSFI’s written correspondence (e.g., Management 
Reports and Supervisory Letters) outlining issues of concern? Why do you offer that response?  

 Almost three-in-four participants find the timeliness of OSFI’s written correspondence outlining issues of concern 

to be “good” or “very good”. 

 However, this is an issue upon which “fair” impressions appear more likely to emerge compared to the other 

issues explored in the consultation.  

 Consistent with the findings for several other questions in this section regarding “supervision”, smaller 

institutions appear more likely than the large institutions to hold a favourable view of the timeliness of OSFI’s 

written correspondence. 

 Only those participants who provided an assessment of “fair” or “poor” were asked to provide a reason for their 

response.   

 The open-ended commentary suggests that timeliness concerns flow primarily from perceived delays in the 

delivery of written reports.  While most participants feel that verbal communication from OSFI is prompt and 

timely, a number of participants cite a wait, in some cases a lengthy wait, after receiving verbal communications 

before receiving the corresponding written communications from OSFI. 
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Opportunities for Improvement: Supervision 

Suggestions for Improving OSFI’s Oral and Written Communications 

Q.48:  How could OSFI’s oral and written communications be improved? (Among all participants) 

 All participants were invited to provide suggestions for ways in which OSFI’s oral and written communications 

could be improved. 

 The open-ended commentary suggests that many participants do not feel there is any need for improvement 

here.   

 However, almost an equal share of participants perceive some inconsistency between OSFI’s written and verbal 

communication, and observe that written reviews tend to be more direct in comparison to what is communicated 

verbally.   A few participants suggest that the tone of OSFI’s written communications can be perceived as “harsh” 

or “tougher” than what is delivered verbally. 

 A few participants raise concerns about how the review findings are delivered initially.  They report that in the 

exit interviews the results are “read” to the institution.  The approach of “reading” the results suggests to those 

who commented on this issue that OSFI has come to a final conclusion about the review without 

discussion/consultation with the institution.   
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Opportunities for Improvement:  International Activities 

Effectiveness in Communicating International Activities and Developments 

Q.63:  How effective is OSFI in communicating international activities and developments to the deposit-taking sector?  
Q.64:  Moving forward, what is the best way for OSFI to communicate international developments to your institution? 

 Some institutions report that they do not look to OSFI for information about international developments.  Rather, 

their own internal resources or their international contacts provide them with the information that they require.  

However, this group represents a small minority of the participants. 

 Among other institutions, however, while there does appear to be interest in OSFI providing this type of 

information there also appears to be a lack of awareness that OSFI is already doing so.     

 Among those who feel that OSFI communicates effectively in this area, presentations, seminars and conferences 

are often cited positively as channels that OSFI has been using.  Online communications, particularly emails 

(including those that provide a link to more comprehensive information on the website), are also viewed as an 

effective way of communicating.  

– Some participants also note that OSFI has been effective in communicating through the CBA.   

 Among those who suggest that OSFI could communicate more effectively on these issues, greater use of emails, 

seminars/conferences and one-on-one sessions with OSFI representatives are identified as means by which OSFI 

could do so. 
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VIII. Looking Forward 
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Looking Forward 

Dealing Proactively with Emerging Issues Pertaining to Sector 

Q.60/Q.61: How would you rate OSFI with respect to how proactive it is in dealing with emerging issues pertaining to the 
deposit-taking sector? Why do you offer that response? 

 Impressions of OSFI’s proactivity in dealing with emerging issues are generally favourable. 

 Small institutions tend to be more likely than large institutions to hold favourable impressions of OSFI on this 

issue. 

 Generally, OSFI is perceived to be proactive on broader issues facing deposit-taking institutions.  Examples of 

issues on which OSFI is seen to have been proactive include: 

– Mortgage/consumer credit risk – through Guideline B-20; 

– Liquidity.   

 A variety of others examples are identified although generally only by one or two participants. Examples include 

anti-money laundering, corporate governance and capital.   

 Negative commentary on this issue tends to focus on a perception that OSFI may be reactive to issues in the 

marketplace that participants do not believe present serious risks to their institution.   

– This in turn leads some of these participants to question whether OSFI is always sufficiently discriminating in 

its assessment of the materiality of potential risks.   

– Moreover, this can lead to information requests from OSFI that strain the institution’s resources.   

 

 

Base: Those with an opinion (n=49)
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Looking Forward 

Perceived Risk Areas OSFI Should Focus Upon in Next Couple of Years 

Q.62:  What one or two risk areas do you believe should be priorities for OSFI in the next couple of years pertaining to 
institutions in the deposit-taking sector? (Among all participants) 

 Participants identify a number of risk areas that they feel should be priorities for OSFI.   

– Three potential risk areas are mentioned most frequently: 

 Liquidity risk; 

 Credit risk (including credit risk related to mortgages, HELOCs and credit cards); and,  

 The implications of the transition to Basel III and how that will affect liquidity and capital levels for 
Canadian financial institutions. 

– A variety of other areas are also cited, although in each case by fewer participants than those noting the 

issues above: 

 Anti-money laundering; 

 Capital; 

 Enterprise risk management; 

 Corporate governance; and,  

 Operational risk. 
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IX. Appendix A: Interview Guides 
(English and French) 
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Appendix A:  Interview Guide 
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Introduction 

 
 

The Strategic Counsel has been retained by the Office of the Superintendent of 

Financial Institutions (OSFI) to conduct this survey with senior executives of 

federally regulated institutions in the deposit-taking sector.  

 

Since 1998, OSFI has commissioned consultations with senior members of the 

financial community and their professional advisors to obtain their assessment of its 

effectiveness as a supervisor and regulator. OSFI is committed to monitoring how 

well it is achieving its strategic objectives, both to be accountable to stakeholders 

and to help improve effectiveness. It is for these reasons that we are asking your 

institution to participate in this research.  

 

You can be assured that The Strategic Counsel, as an independent third party, will 

hold your comments in strict confidence. Your answers will remain anonymous. OSFI 

will not know who was interviewed or what specific institutions have said about it. 

 

As a standard industry practice, The Strategic Counsel has put in place secure 

communication and usage procedures to ensure that confidentiality is maintained at 

all times.  

 

The Strategic Counsel will provide OSFI with a full report aggregating the findings 

from this survey, which will be posted on OSFI’s website. 
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Part 1 - Overall Impressions  

1. Overall, how satisfied are you with OSFI as the principal prudential regulator 

and supervisor of Canada’s financial services industry?  

Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

2 

Neither Satisfied 
nor Dissatisfied 

3 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

4 

Very 
Satisfied 

5 

Don’t Know 

9 

 

2. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

3. How would you rate OSFI’s performance in terms of contributing to public 

confidence in Canada’s financial services industry?  Is OSFI’s performance ...?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

4. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

5. How would you rate OSFI on the extent to which OSFI focuses on the 
appropriate areas of risk in the deposit-taking sector?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

6. Why do you offer that response? 
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Part 2 – Regulations and Guidance  

From time to time, OSFI develops Regulations and Guidance for institutions in the 

deposit-taking sector. 

7. How would you rate OSFI with respect to responding in a timely manner to 

market changes or to industry suggestions that regulations and guidance need 

updating?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

8. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

9. How would you rate OSFI with respect to consulting with the financial services 

industry when developing regulations and guidance?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

10. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

11. How would you rate OSFI with respect to developing regulations and guidance 

that strike an appropriate balance between prudential considerations and the 

need for institutions to compete?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

12. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

13. Overall, how effective do you think OSFI’s guidance is in providing an indication 
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of OSFI’s expectations?  

Very 
Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 
Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 
nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 
Effective 

4 

Very 
Effective 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

 

14. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

15. How would you rate OSFI with respect to developing regulations and guidance 

that are clear and easy to understand?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

16. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 
 

Final Report – 2012-13 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   

 
66  

 

 

The following questions focus on communications and consultation with the industry 

regarding Guideline B-20 – Residential Mortgage Underwriting Practices and 

Procedures.  

 

In connection with the release of Guideline B-20, OSFI issued: 

 

- Draft Guideline B-20 – Residential Mortgage Underwriting Practices and 

Procedures (March 19, 2012) 

 

- Letter to FRFI’s – Interim Update on Draft Guideline B-20 (June 6, 2012) 

 

- Final Guideline B-20 – Residential Mortgage Underwriting Practices and 

Procedures (June 21, 2012) 

 

17. Overall, how satisfied are you with the consultative process OSFI followed in the 

development of Guideline B-20? 

Very 

Dissatisfied 

1 

Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

2 

Neither Satisfied 

nor Dissatisfied 

3 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

4 

Very 

Satisfied 

5 

Don’t Know 

9 

 

18. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

 

OSFI received more than 70 stakeholder submissions in response to draft Guideline 

B-20.  With the release of the final version of Guideline B-20 OSFI also included a 

summary of stakeholder comments and an associated explanation of how OSFI dealt 

with these issues in the final Guideline.  
 

19. Were you aware that OSFI provided a summary of stakeholder comments and an 

explanation of how OSFI dealt with these issues in the final Guideline? 

 

 Yes  

 No [If you selected no, please skip to top of page 9 – introduction to  

          Q.22] 
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20. How effective was the summary in communicating the decisions OSFI took on 

the issues raised by stakeholders regarding Guideline B-20?  

Very 

Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 

Ineffective 

2 

Neither 

Effective nor 

Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 

Effective 

4 

Very 

Effective 

5 

Don’t Know 

9 

Not 

Applicable 

99 

 

21. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

22. Thinking about the final Guideline B-20, how effective has OSFI been in 

communicating its expectations to the industry regarding residential mortgage 

underwriting as set out in Guideline B-20? 

Very 

Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 

Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 

nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 

Effective 

4 

Very 

Effective 

5 

Don’t Know 

9 

 

23. Why do you offer that response? 
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The following two questions focus on communications with the industry relating to 

Basel III implementation, specifically on communications about changes to the 

definition of capital under the Basel III framework.  

 

In connection with the ongoing implementation of Basel III in Canada, OSFI posted 

on its website the following documents regarding expected changes to the 

qualifying definition of capital: 

 

- Advisory – Interim Treatment of Capital Instruments (May 2010) 

 

- Letter – Treatment of non-qualifying capital instruments under Basel III 

(December 2010) 

 

- Letter – Basel III Implementation – Capital Adequacy and Liquidity 

Requirements (February 2011) 

 

- Advisory – Treatment of non-qualifying capital instruments (February 2011) 

 

- Advisory – Non-Viability Contingent Capital (August 2011) 

 

24. How effective has OSFI been to this point in communicating its expectations 

regarding changes to the definition of capital under the Basel III framework? 

Very 

Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 

Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 

nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 

Effective 

4 

Very 

Effective 

5 

Don’t Know 

9 

 

25. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

26. Moving forward, what could OSFI do to improve its communications with your 

institution regarding Basel III implementation? 
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Part 3 – Approvals  

As you know, OSFI’s Superintendent, and in some cases, the Minister of Finance, 

must approve certain initiatives which institutions in the deposit-taking sector wish 

to take.  The following questions pertain to OSFI’s approvals process as it relates to 

your institution. 
 

27. What is your overall level of satisfaction with OSFI in processing applications 

from your institution?  

Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

2 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Dissatisfied 

3 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

4 

Very 
Satisfied 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

Not 
Applicable 

99 

 

28. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

29. How well do you understand the basis on which OSFI makes decisions about 

your institution’s applications?  

Very Poorly 
1 

Somewhat 
Poorly 

2 

Neither Well  
nor Poorly 

3 

Somewhat 
Well 
4 

Very 
Well 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

Not 
Applicable 

99 

 

30. If “very poorly”/”somewhat poorly”: why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

31. Has your institution made a request for a regulatory approval or ruling in the 

past 2-3 years? 

Yes 

1 

         No 

        2  [If you selected no, please skip to PART 4 – SUPERVISION] 
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Thinking about request(s) for a regulatory approval or ruling your institution has 

submitted in the past 2-3 years, how would you rate OSFI with respect to… 

32. Responding to your institution’s requests for updates on the status of 

applications? 

 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

Not Applicable 
99 

 

33. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

34. Providing an opportunity for your institution to discuss issues of concern with 

OSFI prior to OSFI coming to a conclusion?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

Not Applicable 
99 

 

35. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

36. Compared to a few years ago, would you say that OSFI’s overall effectiveness in 

processing applications from your institution is now … ?  

Much Less 
Effective 

1 

Somewhat Less 
Effective 

2 
The Same 

3 

Somewhat More 
Effective 

4 

Much More 
Effective 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

 

37. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 



 
 
 

Final Report – 2012-13 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   

 
71  

 

 

Part 4 – Supervision  

 

The following questions pertain to OSFI’s supervision as it relates to your 

institution. 

38. Overall, how effective do you think OSFI is in monitoring and supervising your 

institution?  

Very 
Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 
Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 
nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 
Effective 

4 

Very 
Effective 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

39. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

40. How would you rate OSFI with respect to providing an opportunity for your 

institution to discuss issues of concern with OSFI prior to OSFI coming to a 

conclusion?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

41. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

42. How would you rate OSFI with respect to its responsiveness to any concerns 

that your institution may have raised regarding issues of supervision?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

43. Why do you offer that response? 
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How would you rate OSFI with respect to... 

44. The clarity of OSFI’s written correspondence (e.g., Management Reports and 

Supervisory Letters) outlining issues of concern?  

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

How would you rate OSFI with respect to... 

45. The timeliness of OSFI’s written correspondence (e.g., Management Reports and 

Supervisory Letters) outlining issues of concern? 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

46. If “very poor”, “poor” or “fair”: Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 
 

How would you rate OSFI with respect to ... 

47. The consistency between OSFI’s written and oral communications? 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

48. How could OSFI’s oral and written communications be improved?  

 

 

 

 

49. Have you had any dealings with your Relationship Manager over the past 12 

months?  

1  Yes 

2  No  [If you selected no, please skip to top of page 15 (Q.56)] 
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How would you rate the knowledge level of your Relationship Manager in the 

following areas? 

50. Legislation, OSFI guidelines, regulatory policy and supervisory practices 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

51. Deposit-taking sector issues and risks 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

52. Your institution 

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

53. Thinking about the knowledge of your Relationship Manager, what, if anything, 

do you believe needs to be improved immediately?  

 

 

 

 

54. How would you rate the efforts of your Relationship Manager in coordinating the 

activities of OSFI’s supervisory teams such as those dealing with credit, capital 

markets, anti-money laundering, compliance, operational risks, or corporate 

governance?   

Very Poor 
1 

Poor 
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

55. Why do you offer that response? 
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56. Which of the following OSFI Specialist Support Groups have you dealt with over 

the past 12 months?  

1 AML and Compliance Division (AMLC) 

2 Operational Risk Division (ORD) 

3 Credit Risk Division (CRD) 

4 Corporate Governance Division (CGD) 

5 Capital Markets Risk Assessment Services (CMRAS) 

6 Risk, Surveillance, and Analytics Division (RSA) 

7 Risk Measurement and Analytics Assessment Services (RMAAS) 

[If you have not dealt with any of the specialist support groups in the past 12 

months, please skip to top of page 16 (Q.60)] 

 

57. Overall, how satisfied are you with the OSFI specialist support groups you have 

dealt with over the past 12 months?  

Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

2 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Dissatisfied 

3 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

4 

Very 
Satisfied 

5 

Don’t 
Know 
9 

Not 
Applicable 

99 

 

58. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

59. Thinking about your dealings with OSFI’s specialist support groups, what, if 

anything, do you believe needs to be improved immediately?  
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Part 5 – Emerging Issues and Looking Forward 

60. How would you rate OSFI with respect to how proactive it is in dealing with 

emerging issues pertaining to the deposit-taking sector?  

Very  
Poor 
1 

Poor  
2 

Fair 
3 

Good 
4 

Very  
Good 
5 

Don’t Know 
9 

 

61. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 

62. What one or two risk areas do you believe should be priorities for OSFI in the 

next couple of years pertaining to institutions in the deposit-taking sector?  
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Part 6 – International Activities  

63. How effective is OSFI in communicating international activities and 

developments to the deposit-taking sector?  

Very  
Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 
Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 
nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 
Effective 

4 

Very  
Effective 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

 

64. Moving forward, what is the best way for OSFI to communicate international 

developments to your institution?   

 

 

 

 

65. How effective do you believe OSFI is in representing the interests of the 

Canadian financial services industry in international fora (e.g., Basel Committee 

on Banking Supervision, Financial Stability Board)?  

Very  
Ineffective 

1 

Somewhat 
Ineffective 

2 

Neither Effective 
nor Ineffective 

3 

Somewhat 
Effective 

4 

Very  
Effective 

5 
Don’t Know 

9 

 

66. Why do you offer that response? 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

Final Report – 2012-13 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   

 
77  

 

 

Part 7 – Final Comments  

67. Thinking about your dealings with OSFI’s staff on any supervisory or regulatory 

matter, how satisfied are you with OSFI’s capacity to interact with you in the 

official language of your choice (i.e., English or French)? 

 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

1 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

2 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Dissatisfied 

3 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

4 

Very 
Satisfied 

5 

Don’t 
Know 
9 

Not 
Applicable 

99 

 

If you selected “very” or “somewhat” dissatisfied, please answer Q.68-69.  

Otherwise, please skip to Q.70 
 

68. Which of the following are areas in which you are dissatisfied? (SELECT ALL 

THAT APPLY) 

1  OSFI’s capacity to speak to me in my official language of choice, e.g., in  

           meetings, over the phone. 
 

2  OSFI’s capacity to write to me in my official language of choice, e.g., in  

           emails, letters. 
 

3  OSFI’s capacity to read materials I send to them in my official language  

          of choice, e.g., institution-specific documents, letters. 
 

99 None of the above 

 

69. Please explain why you are dissatisfied. 

 

 

 

 

70. Are there any other comments or suggestions for improvements you would like 

to make concerning the issues raised in this questionnaire, or concerning any 

other issues you feel are particularly relevant at this time?  
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Consultation auprès des institutions de dépôts 

 

 

 

 
2012 

 
 

 
 
 



 
 
 

Final Report – 2012-13 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   

 
79  

 

 

TABLE DES MATIÈRES 

 

            Page 
 

Partie 1 – Impressions globales         4 
 

Partie 2 – Règlements et consignes         6 
 

Partie 3 – Agréments         11 
 

Partie 4 – Surveillance         14 
 

Partie 5 – Nouveaux enjeux et regard vers l’avenir    19 
 

Partie 6 – Activités internationales       20 
 

Partie 7 – Observations finales       21 

 



 
 
 

Final Report – 2012-13 Deposit-Taking Institutions Sector Consultation   

 
80  

 

 

Introduction 
 

 

Le Bureau du surintendant des institutions financières (BSIF) a 

chargé le cabinet The Strategic Counsel de mener le présent 

sondage auprès de cadres de direction d’institutions de dépôts 

fédérales. 

 

Depuis 1998, le BSIF commande des consultations auprès de 

dirigeants des milieux financiers et de leurs conseillers 

professionnels pour s'enquérir de leur opinion au sujet de son 

efficacité à titre d'organisme de réglementation et de surveillance. Le 

BSIF s'est engagé à faire le point sur son rendement par rapport à 

ses objectifs stratégiques de manière à pouvoir en rendre compte à 

ses interlocuteurs et à accroître son efficacité. Voilà pourquoi nous 

sollicitons la participation de votre institution à ce sondage. 

 

Soyez assuré que The Strategic Counsel, à titre de tierce partie 

indépendante, traitera vos observations en confidence. Le BSIF ni ne 

connaîtra l’identité des répondants ni ne pourra attribuer des 

observations à une institution en particulier. 

 

Comme le veut la pratique courante du domaine des enquêtes 

d’opinion, The Strategic Counsel a mis en place un système de 

communication sécurisé et des procédures d'utilisation visant à 

préserver en tout temps la confidentialité de l'information transmise. 

 

The Strategic Counsel remettra au BSIF un rapport complet 

regroupant les résultats du présent sondage, qu’il affichera 

sur son site Web. 
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Partie 1 – Impressions globales 

 

1. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure êtes-vous satisfait du BSIF dans son rôle de principal 
organisme de réglementation et de surveillance prudentielle du secteur canadien des services 
financiers? 

Très insatisfait 

1 

Plutôt insatisfait 

2 

Ni satisfait ni 
insatisfait 

3 

Plutôt satisfait 

4 

Très satisfait 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

2.  Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

3. Quelle cote donneriez-vous à la contribution du BSIF à la confiance que témoigne le public 
au secteur canadien des services financiers? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bonne 

4 

Très bonne 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

4. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

5. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF en ce qui a trait à la mesure dans laquelle il concentre 
ses efforts sur les domaines de risque pertinents du secteur des institutions de dépôts? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

6. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Partie 2 – Règlements et consignes 

Au besoin, le BSIF établit des règlements et des consignes à l’intention des 

institutions de dépôts. 

 

 

7. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de réagir en temps opportun aux 
changements qui se produisent sur les marchés ou aux suggestions du secteur selon 
lesquelles les règlements et les consignes ont besoin d’être mis à jour? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

8. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

9. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de consulter le secteur des services 
financiers au sujet de l’élaboration de règlements et de consignes? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

10. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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11. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est d’établir des règlements et des 
consignes qui représentent un juste équilibre entre les préoccupations d’ordre prudentiel et 
la nécessité pour les institutions de faire face à la concurrence? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 
 

12. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

13. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure estimez-vous que les consignes du BSIF sont un 
moyen efficace de communiquer ses attentes? 

Très inefficace 

1 

Plutôt inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 
inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

14. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

15. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est d’établir des règlements et des 
consignes qui sont clairs et faciles à comprendre? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

16. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Les questions suivantes portent sur la communication avec le secteur et la consultation de celui-ci 
concernant la ligne directrice B-20, Pratiques et procédures de souscription de prêts hypothécaires 
résidentiels. 

 Le BSIF a fait paraître une version provisoire de la ligne directrice B-20, Pratiques et 
procédures de souscription de prêts hypothécaires résidentiels, le 19 mars 2012. 

 Il a fait parvenir aux IFF une lettre datée du 6 juin 2012 dans laquelle il faisait le point sur la 
version provisoire de la ligne directrice B-20. 

 Il a publié la version finale de la ligne directrice B-20 le 21 juin 2012. 

 

17. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure êtes-vous satisfait du processus de consultation 
suivi par le BSIF au cours de l’élaboration de la ligne directrice B-20? 

Très insatisfait 

1 

Plutôt insatisfait 

2 

Ni satisfait ni 

insatisfait 

3 

Plutôt satisfait 

4 

Très satisfait 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

18. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

 
Le BSIF a reçu plus de 70 mémoires de parties intéressées en réponse à la version provisoire de la ligne directrice 
B-20. La version finale de la ligne directrice publiée par le BSIF était accompagnée d’un sommaire des 
commentaires des parties intéressées et d’une explication de la façon dont le BSIF en avait tenu compte au cours de 
la rédaction de la version finale. 
 

19. Saviez-vous que la version finale de la ligne directrice était accompagnée d’un sommaire 
des commentaires offerts par les parties intéressées et d’une explication de la façon dont 
le BSIF en avait tenu compte au cours de la rédaction de la version finale? 

 

 Oui 

 Non (Passez à la question 22) 
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20. Dans quelle mesure considérez-vous que le sommaire a communiqué efficacement les 
décisions prises par le BSIF en réponse aux questions soulevées par les parties 
intéressées relativement à la ligne directrice B-20? 

Très 

inefficace 

1 

Plutôt 

inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 

inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très 

efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

Sans objet 

99 

21. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

22. En ce qui concerne la version finale de la ligne directrice B-20, dans quelle mesure 
estimez-vous que le BSIF a communiqué efficacement au secteur ses attentes relatives à 
la souscription de prêts hypothécaires résidentiels telles qu’elles sont énoncées dans la 
ligne directrice B-20? 

Très inefficace 

1 

Plutôt inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 

inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

23. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Les deux questions suivantes portent sur la communication avec le secteur concernant la mise en 
œuvre de Bâle III, plus particulièrement l’information fournie au sujet des changements apportés à 
la définition des fonds propres aux termes du dispositif de Bâle III. 

Pour informer le secteur de la mise en œuvre progressive de Bâle III, le BSIF a affiché sur son site 
Web les documents suivants, qui traitent des changements prévus à la définition des fonds propres 
admissibles : 

Préavis du BSIF – Régime provisoire de traitement des instruments de fonds propres (mai 2010) 

Lettre – Traitement des instruments de fonds propres non admissibles sous le régime de Bâle III 
(décembre 2010) 

Lettre – Mise en œuvre de Bâle III – Normes de fonds propres et de liquidité (février 2011) 

Préavis – Traitement des instruments de fonds propres non admissibles (février 2011) 

Préavis – Fonds propres d’urgence en cas de non-viabilité (août 2011) 

 

24. À ce jour, dans quelle mesure considérez-vous que le BSIF a communiqué efficacement 
ses attentes à l’égard des changements apportés à la définition des fonds propres aux 
termes du dispositif de Bâle III? 

Très inefficace 

1 

Plutôt inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 

inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

25. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

26. Que pourrait faire le BSIF pour mieux communiquer avec votre institution au sujet de la 
mise en œuvre de Bâle III? 
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Partie 3 – Agréments  

 

Comme vous le savez, la surintendante du BSIF et, dans certains cas, le ministre des 

Finances, doit approuver certaines initiatives que les institutions de dépôts 

souhaitent entreprendre. Les questions qui suivent portent sur le processus 

d’agrément du BSIF en ce qu’il a trait à votre institution. 

 

27. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure êtes-vous satisfait de la façon dont le BSIF traite les 
demandes d’agrément de votre institution? 

Très 
insatisfait 

1 

Plutôt 
insatisfait 

2 

Ni satisfait ni 
insatisfait 

3 

Plutôt 
satisfait 

4 

Très satisfait 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

Sans objet 

99 

 

28. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

29. Dans quelle mesure comprenez-vous le fondement des décisions du BSIF au sujet des 
demandes d’agrément de votre institution? 

Très mal 

1 

Plutôt mal 

2 

Ni bien  
ni mal 

3 

Plutôt bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

Sans objet 

99 

 

30. Si vous avez répondu « Très mal » ou « Plutôt mal », Veuillez expliquer votre 
réponse. 

 

 

 

 

31. Votre institution a-t-elle présenté une demande d’agrément réglementaire ou de décision 
au cours des deux ou trois dernières années? 

Oui 
1 

Non 
2 

Si la réponse est non, passez à Partie 4 – Surveillance. 
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En ce qui a trait aux demandes d’agrément réglementaire ou de décision que votre 

institution a présentées au cours des deux ou trois dernières années, quelle cote 

donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est… 

 

32. …de répondre à vos questions concernant l’état de vos demandes? 

 

Très faible 
1 

Faible 
2 

Passable 
3 

Bien 
4 

Très bien 
5 

Je ne sais 
pas 
9 

Sans objet 
99 

 

33. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

  

34. …de donner à votre institution la possibilité de discuter de ses préoccupations avec lui 
avant qu’il tire une conclusion? 

Très faible 
1 

Faible 
2 

Passable 
3 

Bien 
4 

Très bien 
5 

Je ne sais 
pas 
9 

Sans objet 
99 

 

35. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

36. Par rapport à il y a quelques années, dans quelle mesure le traitement des demandes que 
présente votre institution au BSIF est-il efficace de façon générale? 

Beaucoup 
moins efficace 

1 

Légèrement 
moins efficace 

2 

Aucun 
changement 

3 

Légèrement 
plus efficace 

4 

Beaucoup plus 
efficace 

5 
Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

37. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Partie 4 – Surveillance  

 

Les questions qui suivent portent sur la surveillance que le BSIF exerce sur votre 

institution. 

38. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure estimez-vous que la supervision et la surveillance 
que le BSIF exerce a l’égard de votre institution sont efficaces? 

Très inefficaces 

1 

Plutôt 
inefficaces 

2 

Ni efficaces ni 
inefficaces 

3 

Plutôt efficaces 

4 

Très efficaces 

5 

Veuillez 
expliquer votre 

réponse 

9 

39. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse? 

 

 

 

 

40. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est d’offrir la possibilité de discuter avec 
lui des préoccupations au sujet de votre institution avant qu’il tire une conclusion? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

41. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

42. Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de répondre aux préoccupations 
que votre institution pourrait avoir à l’égard des questions de surveillance? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

43. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de… 

44. …la clarté de la correspondance écrite (p. ex., les rapports de gestion et les lettres de 
surveillance) dans laquelle le BSIF décrit ses préoccupations? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

  

Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de… 

45. …la rapidité avec laquelle le BSIF achemine la correspondance écrite (p. ex., les rapports 
de gestion et les lettres de surveillance) dans laquelle il décrit ses préoccupations? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

46. Si vous avez répondu « Très faible », « Faible » ou « Passable », veuillez expliquer 
votre réponse. 

 

 

 

  

Quelle cote donneriez-vous au BSIF pour ce qui est de… 

47. …la cohérence entre ses communications orales et écrites? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bien 

4 

Très bien 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

48. Que pourrait faire le BSIF pour améliorer ses communications orales et écrites? 

 

 

 

 

49. Avez-vous eu des rapports avec le gestionnaire des relations de votre institution au 
cours des 12 derniers mois? 

Oui 
1 

Non 
2 

Si vous avez répondu non,  

veuillez passer à la question 56. 
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Comment évalueriez-vous le niveau de connaissance de votre gestionnaire des relations 
dans les domaines suivants? 

50. Les mesures législatives, les lignes directrices du BSIF, la politique de réglementation et 
les pratiques de surveillance 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Élevé 

4 

Très élevé 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

51. Les enjeux et les risques du secteur des institutions de dépôts 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Élevé 

4 

Très élevé 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

52. Votre institution 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Élevé 

4 

Très élevé 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

53. En ce qui concerne les connaissances de votre gestionnaire des relations, quels points, 
selon vous, devraient être améliorés sans tarder, s’il y a lieu? 

 

 

 

 

 

54. Comment évalueriez-vous la qualité des efforts déployés par votre gestionnaire des 
relations pour coordonner les activités des équipes de surveillance du BSIF, par exemples 
celles chargées du crédit, des marchés financiers, de la lutte contre le recyclage des 
produits de la criminalité, de la conformité, des risques opérationnels ou de la gouvernance 
d’entreprise? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bonne 

4 

Très bonne 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

55. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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56. Avec lesquels des groupes de soutien spécialisé suivants du BSIF avez-vous traité au 
cours des 12 derniers mois? 

1 Division de la lutte contre le recyclage des produits de la criminalité et de la conformité 
(LRPCC) 

2  Division du risque opérationnel (DRO) 

3  Division du risque de crédit (DRC) 

4  Division de l’administration des sociétés (DAS) 

5  Services d'évaluation des risques liés aux marchés financiers (SERMF) 

6 Division des risques, de la surveillance et de l’analyse (DRSA) 

7  Services d'évaluation des mesures et des analyses du risque (SEMAR) 

 
Si vous n’avez traité avec aucun des groupes de soutien spécialisé susmentionnés au cours des 12 derniers mois, 
passez à la question 60. 

 

57. Dans l’ensemble, dans quelle mesure êtes-vous satisfait des services des groupes de 
soutien spécialisé du BSIF avec lesquels vous avez traité au cours des 12 derniers mois? 

Très 
insatisfait 

1 

Plutôt 
insatisfait 

2 

Ni satisfait ni 
insatisfait 

3 

Plutôt 
satisfait 

4 

Très satisfait 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

Sans objet 

99 

58. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

59. En ce qui concerne vos rapports avec les groupes de soutien spécialisé du BSIF, quels 
points, selon vous, devraient être améliorés sans tarder, s’il y a lieu? 
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Partie 5 – Nouveaux enjeux et regard vers l’avenir 

60. Quelle cote donneriez-vous à la proactivité dont le BSIF fait preuve face aux nouveaux 
enjeux dans le secteur des institutions de dépôts? 

Très faible 

1 

Faible 

2 

Passable 

3 

Bonne 

4 

Très bonne 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

61. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 

 

 

 

 

 

62. Veuillez indiquer un ou deux secteurs de risque qui, selon vous, devraient constituer une 
priorité pour le BSIF ces prochaines années en ce qui a trait aux institutions de dépôts. 
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Partie 6 – Activités internationales 

63. Dans quelle mesure le BSIF est-il efficace pour ce qui est de faire connaître au secteur des 
institutions de dépôts les activités et les faits nouveaux qui se produisent sur la scène 
internationale?   

Très inefficace 

1 

Plutôt inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 
inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

64. À l’avenir, quels sont les meilleurs moyens que le BSIF pourrait prendre pour informer 
votre institution des faits nouveaux sur la scène internationale? 

 

 

 

 

65. Dans quelle mesure le BSIF est-il efficace pour ce qui est de représenter les intérêts du 
secteur des services financiers du Canada sur la scène internationale (p. ex., auprès du 
Comité de Bâle sure la contrôle bancaire ou du Conseil de stabilité financière).   

Très inefficace 

1 

Plutôt inefficace 

2 

Ni efficace ni 
inefficace 

3 

Plutôt efficace 

4 

Très efficace 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

 

66. Veuillez expliquer votre réponse. 
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Partie 7 – Observations finales 

 

67. Réfléchissez aux rapports que vous avez eus avec le personnel du BSIF au sujet de 
quelque question de surveillance ou de réglementation. Dans quelle mesure êtes-vous 
satisfait d’avoir pu traiter avec le BSIF dans la langue officielle de votre choix (c’est-à-dire, 
en anglais ou en français)? 

Très insatisfait 

1 

Plutôt 
insatisfait 

2 

Ni satisfait ni 
insatisfait 

3 

Plutôt satisfait 

4 

Très satisfait 

5 

Je ne sais pas 

9 

Sans objet 

99 

 
Si vous avez répondu « Très insatisfait » ou « Plutôt insatisfait », veuillez répondre aux questions 68 et 69. 

 

68. Plus précisément, êtes-vous insatisfait de la capacité du BSIF… (CHOISISSEZ TOUTES 
LES RÉPONSES PERTINENTES.) 

a. …de vous parler dans la langue officielle de votre choix à des réunions ou au téléphone? 

b. …de vous écrire des lettres ou des courriels dans la langue officielle de votre choix? 

c. …de lire les documents que vous lui envoyez dans la langue officielle de votre choix, p. ex. des 

documents propres à votre institution ou des lettres? 

d. Aucune de ces réponses 

 

69. Veuillez expliquer pourquoi vous êtes insatisfait. 

 

 

 

 

70. Avez-vous d’autres remarques ou suggestions à faire au sujet des points traités dans le 
présent questionnaire ou de toute autre question que vous jugez particulièrement 
pertinente actuellement? 
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X. Appendix B: Recruitment 
Specifications and Execution of 
Fieldwork 
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Appendix B: Recruitment Specifications and Execution of Fieldwork 

A. Recruitment Specifications 

Participants were recruited from a list of potential interviewees provided by OSFI.  The list provided by OSFI included a 

total of 121 active deposit-taking institutions.   

B. Execution of Fieldwork 

The following process was used in administering the interviews:  

 Selected potential interviewees were sent a package from The Strategic Counsel (TSC) containing an invitation 

letter from OSFI, a cover letter from TSC inviting them to participate in the study and an advance copy of the 

interview guide for review prior to the interview.   

 Invitation packages were followed up with a telephone call confirming the proposed interviewees’ willingness to 

participate in the research process.  Among those willing to participate, a date/time for an interview was 

scheduled.   

 If a participant referred the interview to another senior executive (e.g., CCO or CRO), the interview was 

undertaken with that designate. 

 If possible, interviews were undertaken on-site at the participant’s office.  However, telephone interviews were 

conducted if requested by the participant or the participant’s location made an in-person interview unfeasible 

(i.e., outside of the Montreal or Toronto areas where the interviewers are located).  

 

 


