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Bonjour
 
Je suis heureux de voir que l’on commence, davantage, à s’interroger sur les problèmes pouvant
résulter de l’application de ce nouveau « devoir fiduciaire »
 
Or, suite à certaines faiblesses relevées par les autorités en rapport avec les normes de conduite
actuelle, je ne vois vraiment pas en quoi ce nouveau devoir fiduciaire pourrait améliorer, de
quelques façons que ce soit la problématique de l’asymétrie de l’information et de la littératie
financière entre les conseillers, les courtiers et leurs clients. Au contraire, je considère que le
principal danger de ce nouveau devoir fiduciaire réside justement à ce niveau. Qui pourra
déterminer qu’un conseiller agit ou non dans le meilleur intérêt du client alors que le système
financier est incapable d’avouer publiquement qu’il est totalement faux de prétendre que le taux
d’imposition des contribuables sera nécessairement plus faible à la retraite et qu’ainsi tous les écrits
qui suggèrent de Maximiser et de Privilégier les REER s’avèrent déjà des conseils allant à l’encontre
de l’intérêt du client ???
 
Il en est de même pour les supposés avantages des FNB et du devoir des conseillers de voir à
limiter autant que possible les frais de gestion du portefeuille de placements de leurs clients. Qu’il
y ait un devoir fiduciaire ou non, tout cela induit en erreur et va à l’encontre de l’intérêt du client.
 
Alors que messieurs Claude Laferrière et Yves Chartrand, deux fiscalistes de grands renoms,
traitent depuis 1999 des TEMI, comment concevoir que 14 ans plus tard, la majorité des conseillers
et planificateurs financiers sont inaptes à donner des conseils qui vont, véritablement, dans
l’intérêt du client et que, de leur côté,  les autorités (AMF et IQPF) n’ont rien fait pour corriger la
situation ? La majorité de cette littératie financière, renferme, en fait nombre d’informations
trompeuses, provenant autant des autorités financières que des « spécialistes » financiers.
 
Qu’il soit question du choix entre REER ou CELI
Du choix entre fonds communs et FNB
Du calcul de l’équivalence de taux (entre taux d’intérêt sur les dettes et rendement sur les
placements)
Des informations véhiculées sur le taux d’endettement des canadiens
Sur le supposé avantage des RVER & RPAC
 
Comment peut-être croire qu’un nouveau devoir fiduciaire, viendra améliorer quoique ce soit dans
la pratique et les conseils offert par les « conseillers financiers » et surtout QUI sera assez
compétent pour prouver que l’approche utilisée par le conseiller est fautive. Actuellement, il n’y a à
peu près que ces deux fiscalistes qui pourraient prendre position sur le véritable intérêt du client !
 
Mais alors que ferez-vous du 80% des conseillers financiers qui ne comprennent pas parfaitement
les TEMI et qui donnent des conseils allant à l’encontre de la réalité économique et fiscale du
client ?
 
Si l’intérêt du client était le moindrement important aux yeux des organismes, il faudrait, tout
d’abord qu’ils mettent fin à tout projet de RVER et d’augmentation des contributions au RRQ et
qu’ils obligent tous les conseillers (représentant de courtier en épargne collective, en bon d’étude,
courtier en valeur mobilière et conseiller en sécurité financière) à cumuler des UFC au niveau de la
fiscalité. Car, dites-moi, sérieusement, quelle décision financière peut être offerte sans impliquer
une conséquence fiscale ? Tant que l’on exclura la fiscalité des compétences nécessaires, nous
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The Study In Brief


In June 2012, the regulatory framework for a promising new retirement savings vehicle, Pooled Registered 
Pension Plans (PRPPs), was passed into federal legislation. The hope is that PRPPs will improve pension 
coverage and retirement-saving outcomes by reducing costs and improving investment returns through asset 
pooling and third-party administration. Since most employers under federal pension legislation are already 
providing pension coverage to their employees, PRPPs were introduced in the expectation that provincial 
governments would follow the federal lead and adopt PRPPs for the vast majority of Canadian workers 
under provincial pension jurisdiction. As of now, only the province of Quebec has announced its intention to 
create its own distinct version of PRPPs, branded Voluntary Retirement Savings Plans.


Although the intentions behind PRPPs are commendable, PRPPs represent only a mild improvement 
over existing options such as Registered Retirement Savings Plans (RRSPs) and defined-contribution (DC) 
pension plans. This is because tax rules for PRPPs – essentially identical to those that apply to RRSPs and 
similar to those for DC plans – will prevent many private-sector workers from saving enough for retirement 
and from receiving retirement income in the form of a life pension. 


Tax rules are the foundation for retirement saving because of the advantages they offer in registered plans, 
such as deferral of tax on contributions and non-taxation of investment income. If the foundation isn’t right, 
these plans cannot operate to their potential or in the interest of all Canadians. As a result, this paper focuses 
on tax rules and makes recommendations that, if implemented, are likely to make PRPPs perform better for 
Canadians than their closest comparators – DC plans and RRSPs. 


Firstly, we demonstrate that many lower-income and middle-income workers who save for retirement 
should not do so in tax-deferred accounts because if they do, they will pay taxes and government benefit 
clawbacks on withdrawals in retirement at rates that are significantly higher than the refundable rates 
that apply to contributions. Over a lifetime, these workers would be much better off financially to save for 
retirement in existing Tax-Free Savings Accounts (TFSAs). Therefore, we propose that tax rules be amended 
to allow tax-prepaid saving within PRPPs. 


Secondly, guidelines should be developed to help PRPP administrators protect lower-income retirees from 
the punitive effect of high government benefit clawbacks in retirement.


Thirdly, PRPP members should have the option of accumulating self-funded, “target” pension benefits 
providing the same advantages enjoyed by federal government workers and other DB pension plans that are 
not available in RRSPs and DC plans. 


And lastly, it seems almost too obvious to state that a pension plan should pay pensions or – at the very 
least – be able to pay them. But PRPPs will not be able to do so because federal tax rules prohibit any pension 
plan from paying a pension unless it is a defined-benefit (DB) plan. Allowing PRPPs to pay pensions would 
improve retirement income security for all PRPP members and turn PRPPs into a truly new and innovative 
retirement savings vehicle.


C.D. Howe Institute Commentary© is a periodic analysis of, and commentary on, current public policy issues. Michael Benedict 
and James Fleming edited the manuscript; Yang Zhao prepared it for publication. As with all Institute publications, the 
views expressed here are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Institute’s members or Board 
of Directors. Quotation with appropriate credit is permissible.


To order this publication please contact: the C.D. Howe Institute, 67 Yonge St., Suite 300, Toronto, Ontario M5E 1J8. The 
full text of this publication is also available on the Institute’s website at www.cdhowe.org.
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According to the report of a federal-provincial 
Research Working Group on Retirement Income 
Adequacy, cited by the federal government prior to the 
introduction of Bill C-25, these gaps likely relate to 
“modest- and middle-income” Canadians who are 
not saving enough for retirement (Mintz 2009). 


The federal government’s apparent hope is 
that PRPPs will improve pension coverage and 
retirement-saving outcomes by reducing costs 
and improving investment returns through asset 
pooling and third-party administration. Analogous 
to the federal Pension Benefits Standards Act, 1985, 
which establishes the rules for federally regulated 
employers who sponsor workplace pensions, Bill 
C-25 sets standards for PRPP administration, asset 
management, member enrolment and locking-in  
of benefits. 


The federal government has jurisdiction over 
specific kinds of employers – e.g., railways, banks, 
the postal service, etc. Most of these employers 
provide pension coverage to their employees. 
Therefore, Bill C-25, which received Royal Assent 
on June 28, is not expected to affect most workers 
unless the provinces cooperate. 


For this reason, Bill C-25 was drafted in the 
hope that provincial governments would adopt 


enabling legislation and pursue bilateral or 
multilateral agreements (Canada 2011b). Though 
not impossible, this is unlikely given provincial 
pension regulators’ historically staunch resistance  
to nationally harmonized pension rules (Van  
Riesen 2009). 


Quebec announced in its 2012 budget that it 
intended to implement its own distinct version 
of PRPPs (Quebec 2012) and on June 12, 2012, 
tabled Bill 80 – An act respecting voluntary retirement 
savings plans. Bill 80 would require that employers 
with five or more employees offer membership 
in a “Voluntary Retirement Savings Plan,” albeit 
with no requirement that employers contribute. By 
comparison, the Ontario government expressed 
concerns regarding the proposed PRPP framework 
in its March 2012 budget, suggesting that it may 
not increase pension coverage, retirement saving 
adequacy or adequately protect members’ interests. 
The Ontario budget instead advocated a “modest” 
enhancement to the Canada Pension Plan (CPP).


When the federal government first announced 
the basic PRPP framework in 2010, it indicated 
that it would develop tax rules to put PRPPs 
“within the basic system of rules and limits” for 
Registered Retirement Savings Plans (RRSPs) and 


 The authors would like to thank Faisal Siddiqi for his help on annuity calculations, as well as members of the C.D. Howe 
Institute’s Pension Policy Council for their comments and suggestions.


In June 2012, the House of Commons passed Bill C-25 (Canada 
2011a), containing the regulatory framework for “Pooled 
Registered Pension Plans” (PRPPs), a new kind of retirement-
saving vehicle described by the government as “an effective and 
appropriate way to help bridge existing gaps in the retirement 
system (Canada 2011c). 
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pension plans (Canada 2011d). Proposed tax rules 
for PRPPs were released on December 14, 2011, 
the main elements of which are as follows:


•	 PRPP	contributions	will	be	limited	to	an	
individual’s available RRSP contribution room; 


•	 Self-employed	and	employed	individuals	will	be	
able to join PRPPs, with no requirement for an 
employer to participate; 


•	 “De-accumulation”	options	will	be	similar	to	those	
available for defined-contribution (DC) pension 
plans – i.e., transfer to a RRIF, payment of 
variable benefits or purchase of a life annuity; and


•	 PRPP	administrators	must	be	licensed	as	such	
and must be corporations resident in Canada.


While the federal government presents PRPPs as a 
way to “bridge existing gaps” in Canada’s retirement-
saving system, they have received a tepid response 
from many pension experts and commentators. 
For instance, PRPPs cannot require mandatory 
participation and, therefore, have “very little 
advantage compared to a group RRSP” (Hurst 2011). 
Second, and unlike employer-sponsored defined-
benefit (DB) pension plans and the Canada and 
Quebec pension plans (C/QPP), a PRPP represents 
another savings vehicle that “will not guarantee any 
particular pension” (Townson 2011). 


In terms of providing opportunity to accumulate 
a pension, Table 1 shows how PRPPs stack up 
compared to the C/QPP and to private retirement-
savings vehicles now permitted under federal tax 
rules – DB pension plans, DC pension plans and 
RRSPs. 


The proposed tax rules for PRPPs are essentially 
identical to those that apply to RRSPs and similar 
to those for DC pension plans (see Table 1). As 
discussed in previous papers of this series, tax rules 
for DC plans and RRSPs are inferior to tax rules for 
DB pension plans in terms of providing adequate 


and secure pension incomes.1 As compared to DB 
pension plans, the important deficiencies of DC 
pension plans and RRSPs are as follows: 


•	 They	do	not	pay	retirement	pensions.
•	 Contribution	room	will	be	inadequate	for	 


many workers. 
•	 Investment	losses	result	in	permanent	loss	of	


retirement saving room. 


In essence, and despite the word “pension” in their 
name, PRPPs will not be “pension” plans because 
a) they will not pay pensions to their members and 
b) they will not allow workers or their employers 
to contribute to the kind of predictable or target 
retirement income provided by the C/QPP and 
by existing single-employer, multi-employer or 
jointly sponsored DB pension plans. Instead, 
PRPPs will provide a lump-sum account that 
members will manage through retirement. Given 
“the large body of research that demonstrates that 
financial planning and investing for retirement is 
not something that comes easily to most people 
and that many individuals lack even the basic 
knowledge required to successfully manage their 
own retirement plans” (Broadbent et al. 2006), many 
PRPP participants are unlikely to manage their 
accounts well – especially in retirement when many 
will experience physical or mental infirmities that 
can be expected to further reduce their ability to 
manage their retirement accounts. 


As such, PRPPs represent a perpetuation of a 
problem that has existed since federal tax rules first 
permitted retirement saving almost 100 years ago: 
one cannot participate in a plan promising “target” 
or “defined” pension benefits unless one is fortunate 
enough to have an employer provide it. Today, only 
about 15 percent of Canada’s private-sector workers 
are in this position (Statistics Canada Tables 1  
and 2). 


1 See Pierlot 2008 and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011. 
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Note: C/QPP allows exclusion of some low-earning years for purposes of determining a retirement pension. 
Source: Authors’ calculations.


Table 1: Comparison of PRPPs, RRSPs, DC plans, DB Plans and the C/QPP 


Feature PRPP RRSP DC Plan DB Plan C/QPP


Pays a pension No No No Yes Yes


Predictable, target pension benefit No No No Yes Yes


Disability pension No No No Yes Yes


Pension accrual possible during disability or other workforce 
absences No No Yes Yes Yes 


Participation mandatory No No Usually Usually Yes


Risk pooling No No No Yes Yes


Asset pooling Partial No Partial Yes Yes


Investment losses generate new contribution room No No No Yes Yes


Payroll taxes payable on employer contributions No Yes No No n/a


Although PRPPs may represent a modest step 
forward in terms of asset pooling, they won’t give 
the remaining 85 percent the opportunity to enjoy 
the benefits of DB workplace pension plans. PRPP 
outcomes risk being similar to that of RRSPs and 
DC plans because they will provide only limited 
asset pooling and will not pool pensioners’ market 
and longevity risks, which helps large DB plans to 
provide annuities at lower costs.


Perhaps the most troubling aspect of PRPPs is 
the constituency for whom they appear intended, 
as indicated in a background document on PRPPs 
released by the federal government in November 
2011:


Some Canadian households, especially modest- 
and middle-income households, may be at risk of 
undersaving for retirement .… While aggregate 
RPP/RRSP participation rates for middle- and 


higher-income earners are quite high, the research 
indicated that a portion of Canadians may not be 
saving enough (Canada 2011c).


The federal government’s intent, it appears, is that 
PRPP membership will be largely made up of 
low- and lower-middle income workers. This is 
a departure from the federal government’s long-
standing view that “tax-assisted” retirement saving 
in pension plans and RRSPs is primarily intended 
for Canadians with middle and upper-middle 
incomes (Canada 1984). 


For many low- and middle-income workers, 
saving in a PRPP (or any other tax-deferred plan) 
will be worse than saving for retirement outside 
of them because of often misunderstood tax 
consequences. Conventional wisdom suggests that 
retirees pay lower taxes on their pension income 
than they paid on earnings while working. But for 
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younger low- and middle-income workers who are 
now starting to save for retirement, the opposite is 
generally true: income taxes and government benefit 
clawbacks may actually result in higher effective 
tax rates on their retirement income than on 
earnings saved during working life. High effective 
tax rates that result in part from the clawback of 
income-tested benefits for the elderly mean that 
governments are effectively getting more taxes back 
from many Canadians when they retire than the 
amount of taxes forgone when those Canadians 
contributed to pension plans and RRSPs (Laurin 
and Poschmann 2010; Figure 1 below).2


With the exception of potential efficiency 
gains through pooling of assets, PRPPs will be 
nearly identical to RRSPs. This means that as 
currently proposed, PRPPs are unlikely to improve 
the retirement incomes of tomorrow’s seniors 
(Ambachtsheer and Waitzer 2011). However, and 
notwithstanding the fact that pension regulation is 
largely a provincial matter, the federal government 
need not be a toothless tiger when it comes to 
helping Canadians prepare for better retirements. 
This is because the federal government controls tax 
incentives for retirement saving in all tax-deferred 
retirement plans, including PRPPs, which have the 
potential to contribute in a more meaningful way to 
Canadians’ retirement income security. 


What can the federal government do to make 
PRPPs better? Below, four changes are proposed 
that will make PRPPs an innovative and effective 
new retirement saving option for all Canadians: 


•	 Allow	tax-prepaid	saving	within	PRPPs.	This	
will ensure that PRPPs can be a good retirement 
saving vehicle for lower- and middle-income 
workers. 


•	 Develop	guidelines	to	help	PRPP	administrators	
discourage or prevent lower-income workers from 
contributing to tax-deferred PRPP accounts. 


This will help protect lower-income retirees from 
punitive effective tax rates in retirement. 


•	 Allow	workers	to	contribute	to	their	own	“target	
benefit” pensions. This will be of particular 
benefit to workers who are older and/or have 
middle- and upper-middle incomes, as well as 
to lower-income workers – if tax-free pension 
accounts are permitted.


•	 Allow	PRPPs	to	pay	pensions.	This	will	improve	
retirement income security for all PRPP 
members and turn PRPPs into real pension plans. 


Because tax rules for PRPPs have to be correct 
before anything else can be, this paper does not 
address a number of issues important to PRPP 
delivery. Some of these issues include optional 
versus voluntary enrolment, the design of default 
investment options and PRPP governance. 


Tax rules are the foundation for retirement 
saving in all pension plans and RRSPs because of 
the advantages they offer, such as deferral of tax 
on contributions and non-taxation of investment 
income. If the foundation isn’t right, these plans 
cannot operate to their potential or in the interest 
of all Canadians. As a result, this paper focuses 
on tax rules and makes recommendations that, if 
implemented, are likely to make PRPPs perform 
better for Canadians than their closest comparators 
– DC plans and RRSPs. 


This is an area where the federal government can 
make a difference. Tax reforms tailored to PRPPs 
would enable providers to offer plans better adapted 
to the needs of the workers who need them most, 
with wider acceptance and without compromising 
PRPPs’ intended simplicity.


1.   Tax-Free Pension Saving


Canadians can save for retirement in a variety 
of ways. They can invest their after-tax savings 
in real or financial assets and pay taxes on their 


2 This appears inconsistent with the federal government’s assertion that “tax-assisted” retirement savings plans cost the federal 
and provincial treasuries $30 billion annually in lost tax revenue (Canada 2011b).
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investment income as it accrues (interests, royalties 
and dividends) or as it is realized (capital gains). Or, 
they can take advantage of government-registered 
savings vehicles in which most investment income 
accumulates tax free. Some employers – particularly 
in the public sector – sponsor registered pension 
plans (RPPs) for their employees, in which income 
tax payable on contributions (or some equivalency 
for the promised pension in defined/target benefit 
plans) is deferred until pension benefits are paid 
out. The same investment-income sheltering and 
income-tax deferral is granted on contributions 
made to individual RRSPs. 


A new savings option, the Tax-Free Savings 
Account (TFSA), became available to Canadians 
in 2009. Canadians over age 18 can invest up to 
an inflation-indexed limit of $5,000 annually in 
a TFSA; unused investment room can be carried 
forward indefinitely. TFSA-eligible investments 
are also sheltered from investment income taxation. 
TFSAs are funded with income that has already 
been subject to personal taxation, and no taxes are 
payable on withdrawals. For this reason, these plans 
are often dubbed “tax-prepaid.”


TFSA withdrawals do not affect entitlement 
to income-tested benefits, which means that 
low-income workers can use TFSAs to save for 
retirement tax-effectively, without reducing their 
entitlement to Guaranteed Income Supplement 
(GIS) benefits. For lower-income retirees, marginal 
effective tax rates on taxable pension income are 
very high: the combined effect of income taxes and 
clawbacks of federal and provincial income-tested 
benefits such as the federal GIS and associated 
provincial supplements means that some low-income 
retirees can expect to pay marginal effective tax rates 
of as much as 80 percent on their PRPP savings.3


A common misconception is that tax-deferred 
(RRSP/RPP) investments are superior to tax-
prepaid (TFSA) contributions because the tax 
deferral on RRSP savings will often give rise to 
a refund of income taxes previously collected at 
source on workers’ pay. However, a tax deferral is 
not new income or a reduction in tax, but simply 
a postponement of tax payment to a future time. 
Conceptually, the tax deferral or refund of tax can 
be viewed as money borrowed by taxpayers from 
governments to be reimbursed – with interest 
– when sums are withdrawn. As demonstrated 
in Kesselman and Poschmann (2001), Laurin 
and Poschmann (2010) and Golombek (2011), 
tax-deferred and tax-prepaid investments are 
arithmetically equivalent, for a given constant rate 
of return and tax rate.


However, actual taxes will vary depending on 
the level and source of income. Therefore, the taxes 
on earnings put aside for retirement will usually 
be different from the taxes on withdrawals from 
registered plans in retirement. If the tax rate on 
income withdrawn is lower than when invested in 
the plans, inter-temporal tax savings are available 
from tax-deferred plans (RPP/RRSP) as opposed 
to tax-prepaid investments (TFSA). And vice-
versa, a higher tax rate in retirement would mean 
tax savings are available from saving in a TFSA in 
preference to an RRSP. 


If the objective is to minimize taxes over a 
lifetime, then one would be better off saving for 
retirement in the tax-preferred form (tax-deferred 
vs. tax-prepaid) likely to result in the lowest average 
lifetime tax rate, based on individual circumstances. 
A multitude of individual factors can influence 
these circumstances, including determinants 
of effective tax rates, such as levels and sources 


3 The issue of high effective marginal tax rates on tax-deferred retirement savings accumulated by low-income workers has 
been discussed extensively in previous publications. See Shillington 2003, Poschmann and Robson 2004, Milligan 2005, 
Pierlot 2008, Laurin and Poschmann 2010, 2011a, 2011b and 2011c, and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011.
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of income, existing savings, desired income in 
retirement, clawbacks of income-tested government 
benefits and family situations.


Given reasonable assumptions regarding 
individual lifetime savings, earnings and desired 
income in retirement, and assuming no change 
to tax laws, it is possible to simulate and compare 
lifetime after-tax outcomes of retirement savings 


depending on whether savings occur in tax-deferred 
or in tax-prepaid plans. We have built a simulation 
model enabling such calculations (see methodology 
in Box 1).


Take, for example, a 30-year-old single individual 
in Alberta with employment earnings of $50,000, 
rising at 2.5 percent per year for the next 35 years 
(Table 2). He or she would need to save about  


Box 1: Simulating Lifetime Income Taxes Paid (and Government Benefit Reductions) on  
Tax-Deferred Retirement Savings (RRSP) vs. Tax-Prepaid Savings (TFSA)


Results presented in Figure 1 are scenario-based lifetime tax simulations for modelled 30-year-olds putting 
aside for retirement a constant fraction of gross earnings annually until retiring at 65. Assumptions are made 
with respect to family situation, starting income levels, earnings growth (2.5 percent per year), inflation rate 
(2 percent per year), desired pre-tax income in retirement (60 percent of final-year earnings), rate of return on 
investments (5 percent) and annuity factors. As illustrated in Table 2, these assumptions enable us to compute 
the amount of gross savings and associated annual constant savings rate required to purchase an inflation-
indexed annuity in retirement that produces a yearly gross income stream sufficient to bridge the gap between 
the target retirement income and the sum of CPP income and government income-tested benefits.


When one calculates tax burdens shouldered by individuals and families, it is important to consider all 
relevant aspects of the tax system. Federal and provincial income taxes are naturally based on the combination of 
taxable income, schedules of statutory tax rates and eligible credit amounts used to reduce tax payable. Those are 
payments from the pockets of taxpayers to governments. 


But governments also transfer money to individuals and families through the tax system for programs such 
as the Canada Child Tax Benefit, the GST/HST credit, the Working Income Tax Benefit and the Guaranteed 
Income Supplement for seniors at the federal level, and many other similar programs at the provincial level. 
These payment amounts are usually determined based on taxable income; i.e., they are clawed back by reduction 
rates beyond certain income thresholds. Tax burden estimates computed in this analysis include all these 
payments from taxpayers to governments and from governments to tax filers. Effective tax rates, therefore, 
measure how household disposable income (available after-tax income) changes in response to income from 
various taxable sources. 


The analysis presented here is based on simulations carried out using Statistics Canada’s Social Policy 
Simulation Database and Model (SPSD/M). The SPSD/M is a micro-simulation model used by researchers 
across Canada to assess the implications of tax policy changes. The model is comprehensive in that it integrates 
all of the various parts of the tax system, including benefit reduction rates and tax credits, enabling the 
computation of effective tax rates on working income and on taxable retirement income later in life. We further 
assume no major change in tax laws and regulations. Taxes are computed for the 2011 tax year.


We can compute effective tax rates on income saved into a TFSA while working, using our tax model, our 
calculated required constant savings rate and assumed income levels throughout one’s working life. (Income 
flowing out of TFSAs in retirement is tax-free.)


While earnings saved into RRSPs are not taxed, income flowing from RRSPs in retirement is fully taxable. 
Effective tax rates on taxable pension income from RRSPs are calculated on top of Q/CCP income and are 
inclusive of any remaining clawbacks of GIS and associated supplements, which explains their relatively high 
levels at lower levels of income.
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(1) Assuming 2.5 percent earnings growth per annum minus the effect of 2 percent inflation.
(2) 60 percent of final-year earnings.
(3) Amounts for Old Age Security pension, Federal Sales Tax Credit, Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) and Alberta Seniors  
 Benefit (ASB) minus clawbacks of GIS/ASB due to taxable CPP income.
(4) For example, at $50,000, $13,388 = $35,426 – ($11,903 + $10,135)
(5) Single-life annuity, no guarantee period, annuity purchase interest rate is 3.5 percent; indexing rate is 2 percent. 
(6) Estimation based on the model developed in Dodge et al. (2010).
(7) Estimated using modelled taxes and benefit clawbacks on the last 6.7 percent of earnings saved every year at the $50,000 income  
 level and 2.1 percent at the $33,300 invome level.  


Table 2: Simulations for Modelled 30-year-old Single Alberta Residents Earning $50,000 and $33,300, 
and Retiring at 65 


(Current $) (Current $)


Earnings at 30 years old $50,000 $33,300


Real earnings at 65 years (1) $59,004 $39,323


Target gross real income in retirement (2) $35,426 $23,594 


Estimated real CPP benefits in retirement $11,903 $8,207


Estimated real government benefits (3) $10,135 $12,621


Target private annuity pension (4) $13,388 $2,766


Lump-sum required to purchase target indexed annuity (5) $215,314 $44,490


Annual savings rate required to accumulate desired lump sum (6) 6.7% 2.1%


Tax Calculations Tax Calculations


RRSP TFSA RRSP TFSA


Effective lifetime tax rate on earnings saved (7) 0% 32% 0% 29%


Lump sum of investments at 65 $215,314 $146,414 $44,490 $31,588 


Gross indexed annuity $13,388 $9,104 $2,766 $1,964 


Effective tax and benefit clawback rate on annuity income 46% 0% 67% 0%


Annuity income available for consumption $7,230 $9,104 $913 $1,964 


Financial gain (loss) as a percentage of gross savings (14%) 14% (39%) 39%


Percentage gain (loss) of consumable annuity income (26%) 26% (115%) 115%


6.7 percent of income every year to accumulate a 
gross amount of about $420,000 (or about $215,000 
taking out the effect of inflation) at retirement, 
enough to purchase a life annuity bridging the gap 
between a target 60 percent of final-year earnings 
and the sum of CPP income and government 


income-tested benefits (GIS, Alberta Seniors 
Benefit and federal sales tax credit). 


In this example, earnings saved each year in a 
TFSA are reduced by income taxes and government 
benefit clawbacks, thus reducing the total amount 
of money available for consumption in retirement 
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– and the life annuity – by an estimated 32 percent. 
In a RRSP or pension plan, annual contributions 
are sheltered from tax leading to larger annuity 
payments in retirement before taxes. However, 
these retirement annuities reduce GIS and other 
benefit entitlements, and attract income taxes, 
reducing the annuity available for consumption 
by an estimated 46 percent (Table 2). Thus, in this 
example, substantial tax savings (14 percent of 
gross accumulated investments) would be available 
by saving tax-prepaid as opposed to tax-deferred 
(Table 2). Put differently, this worker would enjoy 
26 percent more consumable annuity income from 
his 6.7 percent annual contribution by saving in a 
TFSA instead of an RRSP (Table 2).


The same simulations can be made for a lower-
income 30-year-old single individual with earnings, 
for example, of $33,300 (Table 2). In this case, 
pension income from government sources fulfills 
almost all of his/her target income in retirement, 
leaving a small gap to be filled with savings of about 
2 percent of income per year. Saved in a traditional 
tax-deferred vehicle, the entire amount of annuity 
income in retirement would be subject to very high 
senior’s benefits clawbacks, eating away most of the 
savings (67 percent). For low-income individuals, 
tax-prepaid savings such as TFSAs are preferable by 
a large margin (Table 2 and Figure 1).


Similar tax calculations can be performed 
assuming various levels of income, family situations 
and province of residence (Figure 1). On average, 
for the four most populous provinces (Quebec, 
Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia), 30-year-
old single individuals earning $33,300 and retiring 
at 65 could achieve tax savings equivalent to  
23 percent of gross accumulated assets by investing 
in a TFSA (as opposed to a RRSP). For mid-
income single earners ($50,000 earnings), average 
tax savings are estimated at about 10 percent of 
gross accumulated assets (Figure 1). 


Investing in tax-prepaid vehicles can also reduce 
significantly taxes and benefit clawbacks for low- 
to mid-income dual-earner couples. For instance, 
young couples without children earning $50,000 or 


$75,000 of family income could save 31 percent and 
6 percent, respectively, of gross accumulated assets 
on average. For couples with children, average tax 
savings from investing for retirement in a TFSA are 
relatively less, due to higher clawbacks on child-
related government benefits while working.


The figures presented above demonstrate that 
many lower-income and middle-income workers 
who save for retirement should not do so in tax-
deferred accounts because if they do, they will 
pay effective taxes on withdrawals at rates that 
are significantly higher than the refundable rates 
that apply to contributions. With this in mind, 
and given that PRPPs are apparently targeted at 
lower- and middle-income workers, there is a real 
question as to the federal government’s real purpose 
in introducing tax-deferred PRPPs: is it to improve 
future retirees’ living standards? Or is it to increase 
their effective tax rates by encouraging them to save 
in a way that that will reduce their entitlement to 
the GIS, thus relieving financial stress on the public 
pension system? Note that this criticism would 
apply equally to the proposed CPP enhancements 
put forward by Ontario and other provinces – in 
fact, CPP enhancement could actually be worse 
than tax-deferred saving in a pension plan or RRSP 
because individuals’ CPP contributions do not 
enjoy the same tax preference as pension and RRSP 
contributions. 


Unless changes are made to PRPPs, lower- and 
middle-income workers over a lifetime will be 
much better off financially to save for retirement 
in TFSAs. Proposed tax rules for PRPPs should 
therefore be amended to create new Tax-Free 
Pension Accounts (TFPA) and allow PRPP 
members to contribute to them. Analogous to a 
TFSA, which allows tax-free accumulations and 
withdrawals, a TFPA should be available to all 
members but designed primarily for the needs of 
low- to mid-income workers. 


Many workers don’t have steady career paths 
with constant earnings growth throughout their 
lifetime, as modelled in our examples above. 
Therefore, it is entirely possible that the best 
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outcome for many would involve switching 
between a tax-deferred account and TFPA at some 
points in their career. It is impossible to model 
all possible scenarios, but the new regime should 
allow participants to freely choose at any time how 
their savings are allocated between both types of 
accounts. This being said, it should be noted that 
most participants are likely to need assistance in 
determining which type of tax-preferred account 
will be optimal at a particular time. This presents 


an opportunity for PRPP administrators to develop 
guiding tools and assistance procedures to help 
participants make informed choices. 


Under current TFSA rules, younger workers 
have a much greater opportunity to accumulate 
TFSA savings than older workers. For example, an 
individual aged 25 in 2012 who makes maximum 
contributions could accumulate TFSA savings of 
about $865,000 by age 65, or about $515,000 in 
real terms.4 By comparison, a 55-year-old in 2012 


4 Assuming 2.5 percent inflation and a 5 percent nominal compound annual return.


Figure 1: Modelled Lifetime Tax Savings from Investing in a TFSA (as opposed to a RRSP)


* Average of Quebec, Ontario, Alberta and BC.
Source: Authors’ calculations using methodology described in Box 1 and Table 2.
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could not accumulate more than about $69,000 of 
TFSA savings by age 65, or $61,000 in real terms.5 
To ensure that older and younger workers have 
the same opportunity to save in a TFPA, and to 
allow older workers to contribute more to catch 
up, TFPA contributions should not be subject to 
the current annual TFSA limits. Instead, unlimited 
contributions should be permitted until an indexed 
TFPA accumulation allowance is reached. 


Bearing in mind that the TFPA would be 
primarily intended for lower-income workers, 
the suggested starting amount for the TFPA 
accumulation allowance is $250,000, indexed 
to wage inflation thereafter. This is likely the 
maximum amount a low- or lower-middle income 
worker could reasonably accumulate during a 
working life. A TFPA accumulation of $250,000 
would provide a tax-free pension of about $11,000 
to a 60-year-old retiree, or $12,700 to a 65-year old 
retiree.6 Although not a rich pension, this is enough 
to substantially improve a low-income retiree’s 
post-retirement standard of living. 


To ensure consistency between TFSAs and 
TFPAs, annual TFSA contribution limits should 
also be eliminated and the $250,000 accumulation 
allowance should be applied to the aggregate of 
TFSA and TFPA accumulations. 


Current TFSA contribution rules effectively 
discriminate on the basis of age because the 
indexed, $5,000 accumulation limit provides an 
opportunity for younger, wealthier individuals to 
accumulate considerably more in a TFSA than the 
recommended limit of $250,000 over a lifetime, 
while restricting older Canadians to accumulations 
of considerably less. While it can be expected that 
wealthier Canadians will contribute more to TFSAs 
in the short term if a $250,000 accumulation 
limit is implemented, the income-sheltering 


benefit available to them will be subject to a hard 
cap, which is not the case with current TFSA 
contribution limits. 


2.   Protecting Lower-Income Retirees


The difference between effective tax and clawback 
rates during work and in retirement is an important 
consideration in choosing how to save. As 
demonstrated above, saving on a tax-prepaid 
basis will be more advantageous for many. This 
raises the issue of the fiduciary duties of PRPP 
administrators. Section 22 of Bill C-25 requires 
a PRPP administrator “to act as a trustee for the 
members” with “the diligence and skill that it 
possesses, or ought to possess.” This is similar to 
most pension legislation, which generally requires 
plan administrators to act in members’ interests.


It is expected that most PRPP administrators 
will be financial institutions that will earn revenue 
from managing invested PRPP contributions. 
Consequently, PRPP administrators’ interest will be 
to maximize participants and contributions, even 
though it is unwise for many lower-income workers 
to contribute to tax-deferred PRPP accounts – 
especially those who are years away from retirement, 
as demonstrated above, or those who are very close 
to retirement and/or live in lower-tax jurisdictions 
(Laurin/Poschman 2010). This situation creates a 
prima facie conflict of interest.  Some approaches to 
resolving it and protecting the interests of lower-
income workers are suggested below: 


•	 If	PRPP	tax	rules	are	amended	to	allow	tax-
free accounts, PRPP administrators should be 
required to develop screening and education 
protocols to help members select the type of 
account (tax-free or tax-deferred) in which they 
should participate; and


5 Idem. 
6 60 percent spousal survivor benefit (spouse three years younger); interest rate is 3.5 percent; indexed at 2 percent; no 


guarantee period. 
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•	 PRPP	administrators	should	be	required	to	
develop financial planning tools to help members 
determine whether saving in a tax-deferred 
account is in their best interest. 


3.   Target Pensions for PRPP Members


Career federal government workers earn pensions 
that cost 30 percent to 40 percent of pay and are 
worth $1 million to $2 million (Laurin/Robson 
2011 and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011). It is proposed 
that PRPP contributions will be subject to much 
lower contribution limits – i.e., the contribution 
limits that apply to RRSPs. What does this double 
standard mean for PRPP members? 


•	 PRPP	members	will	not	be	able	to	accumulate	
even half the pension income of a federal 
government worker (Pierlot 2008; Pierlot and 
Siddiqi 2011). 


•	 Unlike	pension	plan	members	and	sponsoring	
employers, PRPPs members will not be able to 
increase their contributions to compensate for 
investment losses.


•	 PRPP	members	will	not	be	able	to	accumulate	
DB-style “target” pensions. 


•	 Many	late-career	workers,	immigrants,	professionals	
and small business owners will not be able to save 
enough for their retirement in PRPPs. 


•	 Unlike	pension	plan	members,	no	PRPP	member	
will be able to accumulate pension income 
for periods of workforce absence with low or 
no earnings – e.g., parental leave, retraining, 
sabbaticals, periods of salary-deferral leave, etc. 


There are two approaches the federal government 
could take to make PRPPs work better and level the 
playing field between its own workers and those in 
the private sector for whom PRPPs are intended: 


•	 Allow	PRPP	members	to	accumulate	pensions	
using the same defined-benefit rules that apply 
to pension plans offered by federal and other 
government levels and by a few private-sector 
employers; or


•	 Implement	a	lifetime	accumulation	allowance	for	
PRPP members.


Each of these options is discussed below:


a. Allow Self-funded DB Pensions


The federal government can allow PRPP members 
to accumulate the same pensions as its own 
workers accumulate. These pensions are close to the 
maximum permitted under current tax rules. 


Under the Income Tax Act, members of a DB 
pension plan can accumulate a pension of 2 percent 
of the average of the highest three consecutive 
12-month periods of earnings, to a maximum 
of $2,647 in 2012, for each year of service. For a 
member with 30 years of service and three-year best 
average earnings of $60,000, this translates into 
a pension of $36,000. The value of this pension is 
about $900,000 at age 60, including other rights 
and benefits that DB pensions are allowed to offer. 
Some of these include bridge benefits to replace 
CPP/OAS benefits until they become payable at 
age 65, inflation indexing and pension accumulation 
for periods of leave, reduced pay or disability. 


Perhaps most importantly, federal tax rules 
for DB pension plans do not limit contributions 
directly – all contributions necessary to fund 
benefits are permitted. This means that adverse 
experience – e.g., investment losses or lower-than-
expected investment returns – can be offset with 
increased contributions to ensure that benefits  
are secure. 


At a minimum, the federal government should 
amend the proposed tax rules for PRPPs to allow 
members to accumulate the same DB pensions 
its own workers receive, with contributions made 
personally, by their employers, or both. In effect, this 
would allow PRPP members to accumulate self-
funded, “target” pension benefits providing the same 
advantages enjoyed by federal government workers 
and other DB pension plans that are not available 
in RRSPs, DC plans and will not be available in 
PRPPs. These advantages are as follows:


•	 substantially	greater	contribution/accumulation	
room; 
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•	 contribution/accumulation	room	based	on	
highest-average earnings, rather than career-
average earnings;


•	 catch-up	contribution/accumulation	room	for	
periods of low earnings due to periods of lay-off, 
illness or parental leave;


•	 ability	to	increase	contributions	to	offset	
investment losses or lower-than-expected 
investment returns; and


•	 the	opportunity	to	receive	benefits	as	a	lifetime	
pension annuity.


Whether individuals accumulate benefits on a 
tax-deferred basis – or on a tax-paid basis, as we 
recommend above – these features would greatly 
help PRPP members accumulate adequate pensions. 
However, and subject to limited exceptions, current 
tax rules make these features available only in plans 
sponsored by employers who underwrite pension-
funding risk. One such exception includes multi-
employer union plans in which contributions are 
fixed as a percentage of pay or amount per hour 
worked. Another is the “member-funded” DB 
pension plan, which Quebec made available to 
accommodate some employers’ “unwillingness to 
assume the financial risk of a defined-benefit plan” 
and labour organizations’ desire for membership 
in a defined-benefit plan “to build up a retirement 
pension, even if an employer is unwilling to assume 
the financial risk” (Quebec 2008). 


PRPP members should have the option of 
accumulating DB-style pensions in individual 
accounts or in a structure with other members 
that pools longevity risk. In either case, retirement 
benefits would necessarily be contingent on the 
aggregate of contributions made by, or on behalf of, 
a member and investment returns realized.7 


b. Implement a Lifetime Accumulation Allowance


The introduction of PRPPs affords the federal 


government an opportunity to do something 
truly innovative to provide all Canadians an equal 
and sufficient opportunity to save for retirement: 
allow PRPP members to contribute any amount 
to their PRPP accounts up to a uniform lifetime 
accumulation allowance. Discussed in a previous 
paper of this series (Pierlot and Siddiqi 2011), a 
lifetime accumulation allowance would allow PRPP 
members to fund a target pension, as and when they 
can. This would benefit workers at particular risk 
of not having enough RRSP room to accumulate 
adequate pensions: mid-career immigrants, 
professionals with long periods of post-secondary 
education, small business owners and those who 
have experienced periods of low or no earnings.


For tax-paid pension saving within a PRPP, 
the lifetime accumulation allowance should be 
$250,000 or less, as proposed above. For tax-
deferred PRPP saving, the allowance should be $1 
million to $2 million (Pierlot and Siddiqi 2011). 
Each allowance should be indexed to wage inflation. 


4.   Allow Pensions to be Paid from PRPPs


It seems almost too obvious to state that a pension 
plan should pay pensions or – at the very least – be 
able to pay them. But under the proposed PRPP 
rules, “pooled registered pension plans” won’t be 
allowed to pay pensions. This is because federal 
tax rules generally prohibit any pension plan from 
paying a pension unless it is a DB plan, subject to 
grandfathered exceptions (Canada Revenue  
Agency 2002). 


A 65-year-old retiree will live, on average, 
about 20 more years. Retired PRPP members will 
have to manage their retirement savings for this 
period – or longer. Unfortunately, due to financial 
illiteracy, especially lack of financial planning 
ability, many PRPP members will not manage their 
savings effectively in retirement, which has negative 


7 See also Pierlot 2008, pp. 17-19, for a more expanded discussion of self-funded DB-style pensions. 
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implications both for individuals’ retirement income 
security and for efficient operation of financial 
markets (Broadbent et al. 2006). This argues that 
the default option for receiving PRPP benefits 
should be a pension annuity.


However, and notwithstanding research that 
demonstrates individuals don’t manage money 
well, one study found that about one-third of 
workers who had retirement plans expressed 
a strong preference for having the option of 
receiving a lump-sum amount to manage through 
retirement, even though the preference for a lump-
sum settlement declines with age (SOA/AAA 
2004). This suggests that if PRPPs do not offer 
the option of a lump-sum amount at retirement, 
individuals may be less likely to participate in them, 
even though they may ultimately prefer to receive 
benefits in annuity form. Therefore, and in the 
interests of maximizing PRPP participation, PRPP 
members should have some flexibility to choose 
how to receive their retirement benefits. 


To the extent PRPP members can choose 
between a lump sum and a life pension, an 
adverse-selection issue arises because members 
who expect to live longer will be more likely to 
choose a pension. This would increase the actuarial 
cost of life annuities, making it less likely that 
PRPP members will choose to receive a pension. 
Some approaches for providing retirement income 
security to PRPP members, while addressing 
adverse-selection risk include the following:


•	 PRPP	legislation	could	incorporate	rules	in	
current pension standards laws that partially 
reduce adverse selection by allowing pension 
plans to bar members from receiving benefits 
in a lump-sum form unless they terminate 
membership and are more than 10 years away 
from normal retirement or “pensionable” age – 
usually 65.8


•	 PRPPs	could	be	allowed	to	pay	term-certain	
pension annuities, with fixed payment periods 
determined by reference to standard mortality 
tables. To address situations of increased 
longevity, retirees could be given the option to 
convert benefits at a future date to a lump sum or 
to a life annuity. 


•	 PRPP	members	who	elect	to	receive	benefits	
in the form of a lump sum or term-certain 
annuity could be offered the option of purchasing 
longevity insurance through an insurer.9


Conclusion


As currently proposed, PRPPs present only the 
appearance of reform because they are for the most 
part a re-release of an existing retirement savings 
vehicle – RRSPs – with a new coat of paint. To the 
extent that PRPPs increase tax-deferred savings 
by workers with low and low-middle incomes, 
they risk being harmful because they will amount 
to a regressive tax increase. For middle- to upper-
middle income workers, PRPPs will be of little help 
because they do not address the gap between DB 
pension plans and RRSPs in terms of accumulation 
room. Finally – and irrespective of working-life 
income – PRPPs will not pay “real” pensions to  
their members.


The federal government should carefully rethink 
its PRPP project. Fortunately, and as this report 
proposes, there is much the federal government 
can do to make PRPPs a truly new and innovative 
retirement savings vehicle that can help all 
Canadians of all ages and income classes to enjoy 
secure and comfortable retirements.  Let’s not miss 
this opportunity. 


8 See, for example, Ontario 2011 Sections 41 and 42 and Canada 2011g Sections 16 and 26.
9 Longevity insurance has recently become available to pension plans. See, for example, Sun Life Financial 2011.  
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Quand dira-t-on la vérité

Au sujet des RVER & RPAC ?

Il y a une expression qui dit : La vérité choque ! Cela s’applique merveilleusement bien à ces nouveaux régimes. La vérité, c’est que la majorité des contribuables visés par le RVER & le RPAC seront perdants !

C’est que ces régimes sont bâtis sur de fausses prémisses que je qualifierais de mythes financiers et fiscaux. Le mythe le plus important est celui-ci : Puisque les contribuables auront un revenu inférieur à la retraite et que l’imposition québécoise est, supposément, parfaitement progressive, ils auront « NÉCESSAIREMENT », un taux d’imposition moindre à la retraite !

Bien des gens attendent le fameux rapport d’Alban D’amours. Cependant, en ayant dans ses rangs le plus ardent défenseur de cette parfaite progressivité des taux d’imposition, en la personne du fiscaliste Luc Godbout, j’ai peur que leurs conclusions, soient, elles aussi, empreintes de ces mythes.

Bien sûr si cette fameuse progressivité des taux existait, le RVER et les REER seraient des outils merveilleux. Toutefois, quand est-il réellement de cette belle théorie ?

[image: ]

La fiscalité de 2012 se résume-t-elle uniquement à une simple question d’impôts directs avec 6 paliers d’imposition qui progressent en fonction du revenu personnel ? Que fait-on de ces quelques 40 autres mesures socio-fiscales qui fluctuent, tantôt en fonction d’un revenu personnel et tantôt en fonction d’un revenu familial ?

Même en excluant totalement les mesures relatives aux familles avec enfants mineurs, nous pouvons réaliser, via le graphique ci-haut, qu’il n’y a en fait, aucune progressivité des taux d’imposition même pour le célibataire. Or, se pourrait-il que « la parfaite » progressivité de l’imposition puisse, également à la retraite, n’être qu’un mythe ? 

En fait, tel que le démontre M. Laferrière depuis l’année fiscale de 1998, il n’existe aucune véritable progressivité de l’imposition ni avant, ni après la retraite. Alors pourquoi se baser sur une équation aussi simpliste que le revenu personnel pour prétendre dans une quelconque suprématie des REER ?  Or, bâtir de nouveaux programmes d’épargne retraite (RVER & RPAC) sur des mythes financiers démontre ni plus ni moins qu’une méconnaissance totale de la réalité fiscale.

Comment cela se fait-il que nous n’écoutions pas les commentaires d’autres fiscalistes bien connus tels que Claude Laferrière, Yves Chartrand, Jamie Golombek, Doug Carroll ou encore de l’institut C.D. Howe, qui confirment, tous, qu’il est totalement faux de croire que les taux d’imposition des contribuables seront NÉCESSAIREMENT moindre à la retraite ?

En fait, tout dépend des éléments que l’on inclut dans le fameux calcul du taux d’imposition. Peut-on s’en tenir exclusivement aux taux d’imposition que je qualifie de directs, soit les fameux six (sept à partir de 2013) paliers d’imposition ? Ne faudrait-il pas tenir compte de la réalité fiscale des retraités d’aujourd’hui et englober les impacts sur le Supplément de Revenu Garantis (SRG), les crédits en raisons de l’âge (Féd & Prov), ceux pour revenus de retraite (Prov), pour personne vivant seule, pour frais médicaux, pour maintien à domicile des personnes de plus de 70 ans, le crédit solidarité, la TPS ainsi que les cotisations à la RAMQ, au FSS ou encore la contribution santé ?

Alors que l’on parle de plus en plus des TEMI, soit les Taux Effectifs Marginaux d’Imposition et des courbes de M. Laferrière, ne serait-il pas temps, d’avouer, publiquement, les risques d’obtenir un taux d’imposition plus élevé à la retraite ?

Or, ne faudrait-il pas dire, ouvertement, que les personnes qui percevront les plus faibles rentes du RRQ seront les plus pénalisés par le RVER ? Pourquoi inciter les contribuables à contribuer dans des régimes (RVER, RPAC et RRQ) qui seront pleinement imposables à leur retraite alors que, pour une grande proportion des contribuables visés par le RVER, il serait plus avantageux d’investir, tout simplement, dans le CELI ?

Alors que les statistiques de 2005, révélaient, clairement, que 64% des retraités du secteur privé avaient un revenu inférieur à 20,000$ et que seuls 12% pouvaient compter sur un revenu supérieur à 40,000$, comment peut-on cacher l’impact possible du retrait des REER & RVER sur le SRG ainsi que sur les autres mesures socio-fiscales énumérées précédemment ?

Déjà, juste à voir et à comprendre les courbes de M. Laferrière, il est facile de constater que très peu de retraités du secteur privé pourront obtenir des TEMI inférieurs à 38.4% et même à 44% dans le cas des célibataires.
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Bien sûr certains diront qu’il est possible d’avoir, en 2012, un TEMI inférieur à 38% entre 16,512$ et 25,817$ de revenus autonomes. Sauf que pour profiter de ce « faible » taux de 30%, ne faut-il pas, tout d’abord, traverser la zone affichant des taux supérieurs à 50% !

Puisque cette courbe de M. Laferrière ne présente que les revenus dits autonomes, excluant la Prestation de Sécurité du Revenu (PSV) et que la rente maximale du RRQ en 2012 était de 11,840$, c’est donc dire que les premiers 4,672$ (16,512$-11,840$) de revenus imposables rencontreront, alors, des taux exorbitants. Si nous prenions les revenus imposables et que nous calculions les TEMI, tranche par tranche, nous pourrions déterminer le TEMI moyen pondéré que les contribuables seraient le plus susceptible de rencontrer à leur retraite. 

Transformons donc, tout d’abord, la courbe de M. Laferrière pour tenir compte des différents paliers d’imposition et ajoutons la Prestation de Sécurité de Vieillesse (PSV) puisqu’il s’agit d’un revenu imposable et que toutes les planifications de retraite en tiennent compte.
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La seule différence entre ce tableau et la courbe de M. Laferrière, c’est que je n’ai pas tenu compte de la bonification du SRG, bonification qui, sous un revenu autonome de 5,000$ fait grimper le TEMI d’un autre 25%. Car la rente moyenne du RRQ se situe au-delà de ce montant et nous nous en tiendrons à ces contribuables qui auront un revenu autonome provenant de la RRQ et des RVER supérieurs à 5,000$, c'est-à-dire supérieur à 11,511$ de revenus imposables, en y ajoutant la PSV.

Pour profiter pleinement des taux (TEMI) les plus faibles, le revenu imposable optimal pour le célibataire de 65 ans devait se maintenir sous un seuil de revenus imposables de 32,328$ en 2012. En considérant la PSV de 6,511$ et une rente maximale de 11,840$ provenant de la RRQ, c’est donc dire qu’il reste un revenu imposable de 13,977$ (32,328$ - 6,511$ - 11,840$) qui subira, tranche par tranche, différents impacts fiscaux.

Le tableau suivant, présente, tranche par tranche, les pourcentages des impacts socio-fiscaux réels. De ce tableau, nous pouvons, dès lors calculer un TEMI moyen et pondéré. Pour les célibataires ne bénéficiant d’aucun régime médical collectif et ayant des frais médicaux de 1,500$, le TEMI le plus faible serait alors de 45.8%. Pour être beau joueur, il serait possible de dire que les célibataires qui auraient la possibilité de ne pas cotiser à la RAMQ après 65 ans, se retrouveraient, quant à eux avec un taux minimal de 44.4% ! Cependant, la majorité de ces contribuables bénéficient, en fait, d’un bon régime de retraite et n’auront donc pas à composer avec le RVER !

Tableau présentant les différents paliers d’imposition entre les montants provenant des régimes public (PSV & RRQ Max) et le seuil de revenu imposable de 32,328$.
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Je dis bien le taux (TEMI) minimal, car si nous remplacions le montant de la rente maximale du RRQ par la rente moyenne d’environ 6,700$ pour les hommes, nous nous retrouverions alors avec un TEMI moyen pondéré de 55,2% !

Or, même pour obtenir une économie socio-fiscale d’au moins 44.4%, un célibataire devait, en 2012 (voir premier tableau), avoir soit un revenu supérieur à 85,414$ ou soit se retrouver dans la zone de revenus située entre 35,642$ et 49,397$.  Comme je ne crois pas que le RVER ait été pensé pour ceux qui gagnent, actuellement, plus de 85,414$ et que ceux gagnant, aujourd’hui, un revenu inférieur à 50,000$ n’obtiendront ni la rente maximale du RRQ, ni une économie fiscale supérieure à 45.4%, les probabilités sont très faibles qu’ils puissent bénéficier d’un TEMI inférieur à la retraite !!!

Pour les couples, les TEMI moyens pondérés seront toujours plus faibles puisque la tranche de revenu portant des taux (TEMI) supérieurs à 50% sera presque toujours plus restreinte que pour les célibataires et que les TEMI resteront toujours sous la barre du 65%. 

Commençons donc, comme précédemment, avec la situation idéale, soit pour le couple bénéficiant d’une rente du RRQ presque maximale pour chacun des deux conjoints. Si les rentes des deux conjoints totalisent plus de 21,839$, comme dans l’exemple ci-dessous, il sera possible, de retirer des REER dans une zone ne portant qu’un TEMI de 20% et d’éviter TOTALEMENT, les TEMI de 50% et plus. Ceci n’est possible que si le revenu imposable, incluant la PSV et les rentes dépasse le seuil limite de 34,861$ (en 2012) où le couple obtient un revenu trop élevé pour avoir droit au SRG !

Tableaux simplifiés présentant les différents paliers d’imposition en fonction du montant de la rente et du revenu imposable retiré.
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Ainsi, pour un revenu de rentes totalisant  23,656$ (sur un max de 23,680$ !) il serait possible, pour un couple n’ayant besoin que d’un revenu de 39,084$, de ne retirer que 2,407$ de ses REER et de profiter d’un TEMI de seulement 20% - la totalité de son retrait se situant alors dans la zone de TEMI minimale.

Pour les couples, il y a deux zones de revenus imposables où les TEMI peuvent être minimalisés, soit pour un revenu FAMILIAL imposable maximal de 39,084$ ou pour un revenu FAMILIAL se situant entre 51,688$ et 80,200$ en 2012.

Encore là, il est possible de consulter soit la courbe #320 de M. Laferrière ou mon propre graphique, ci-dessous.
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Tel que mentionné précédemment, les couples de retraités (âgés de 65 à 69 ans) bénéficiant de rentes du RRQ supérieures à 21,293$ ne sont plus éligible au SRG et pourraient donc profiter d’une zone où le TEMI ne serait que de 20%. Or, ce taux de 20%, n’a rien à voir avec l’impôt direct, mais tient compte exclusivement de l’incidence sur 3 mesures socio-fiscales : soit la cotisation à la RAMQ qui augmente, le remboursement de la TPS et le crédit solidarité qui baissent.  Mais pour profiter de ce taux minimal en 2012, le revenu imposable devait se situer, précisément, entre 34,861$ et 38,213$.

Nous pourrions donc dire que pour les couples bénéficiant de la rente maximale du RRQ et ne retirant qu’un revenu imposable situé sous 39,084$ que pour eux, le RVER serait très avantageux. Sauf que, pour bénéficier de telles rentes, ceci implique qu’ils auraient obtenu des revenus familiaux de carrière de plus de 100,000$ ! Encore une fois, je ne crois pas que ceux-ci représentent la clientèle qui aurait le plus besoin du RVER !

Or, si nous prenions, cette fois, une rente qui ressemble davantage à la rente moyenne du RRQ en 2012, soit aux environs de 6,700$ pour les hommes et 4,300$ pour les femmes, nous nous retrouverions, cette fois avec un TEMI de l’ordre de 48%, puisque, tout comme pour le célibataire, une plus grande proportion du revenu imposable fait face à des TEMI supérieurs à 50%.

Entre les deux, nous pourrions, bien sûr, déterminés d’autres TEMI. Ainsi, en considérant le revenu médian des ménages de deux personnes et plus, soit d’environ 75,000$, il serait possible d’obtenir des rentes totalisant près de 18,000$, ce qui amènerait le TEMI pondéré minimal à 39.3% 

Pour obtenir ce 39,084$ de revenus de retraite, il faudrait, en fonction d’un taux de remplacement du revenu de 60%, que le couple ait, avant la retraite, un revenu familial d’environ 65,000$. Ceci porterait, alors, le TEMI à un taux pondéré de 42.6%.

En retirant un revenu imposable de 55,000$ (tableau de droite) au lieu de 39,084$, il serait possible d’obtenir des TEMI de 38% et de 45% selon le montant total des rentes perçues. 

Ce que nous découvrons grâce à ce tableau simplifié, c’est que même pour un couple, du moins pour la moyenne des couples visés par le RVER, il sera difficile, pour ne pas dire impossible, d’obtenir un TEMI inférieur à 38.4% à la retraite ! Or, pour les couples sans enfants mineurs, combien peuvent, véritablement, bénéficier d’économies fiscales d’au moins 38.4% via les REER et les RVER? En 2012, il fallait soit que le couple gagne moins de 45,170$ soit que l’un des deux ait un revenu personnel supérieur à 42,707$ ! 

Avouons, cependant, que le couple qui gagne présentement moins de 45,000$, ne recevra, fort probablement pas la rente moyenne du RRQ. En fait, leurs rentes combinées ne dépasseront, généralement pas, les 10,600$ de rentes. Or, ils ne pourront pas, non plus, retirer le montant optimal de 39,084$, car ce revenu correspondrait à un taux de remplacement de leurs revenus actuels de 87% !  En  considérant un revenu correspondant à 70% de ce revenu de 45,000$, nous nous retrouverions plutôt avec un revenu de retraite maximal de 31,500$, revenu qui ferait passer le TEMI pondéré à 53.3% !  

Est-ce à dire que le RVER n’a été pensé que pour les couples qui pourront retirer plus de 51,000$ à la retraite et qui retireront la rente maximale du RRQ ? Or, même là qu’arrive-t-il pour le conjoint qui gagne moins de 42,707$ ? Ce n’est certainement pas avec une économie fiscale de 28.5% ou de 29.5% en considérant les crédits pour frais médicaux, que cette personne pourrait dire que le RVER est avantageux pour elle ! 

Car faut-il le rappeler (voir graphique précédent) le taux de 32.5% dans la tranche de revenu commençant à 51,688$, indique qu’il existe un impact sur le crédit en raison de l’âge de 3% et sur la cotisation au FSS de 1%. Pour le conjoint gagnant, actuellement, moins de 42,707$, le TEMI, à la retraite, sera donc plus élevé d’au moins 4% !

Outre les ménages avec enfants mineurs, les couples qui auront un revenu de retraite supérieur à 51,688$ seront à peu près les seuls ménages qui pourront, vraiment, bénéficier d’un TEMI inférieur à la retraite !

J’aimerais émettre un autre bémol : ce beau taux de « seulement » 32.5% pour les revenus de retraite supérieurs à 51,688$ en 2012, n’existe en fait, que jusqu’à l’âge de 69 ans. À compter du 70e anniversaire une portion des revenus de retraite qui dépassent, en 2012, 53,465$, fait face à un impact supplémentaire de 3% relié au crédit pour maintien à domicile des personnes de 70 ans et plus. Dans les faits, au-delà de 70 ans, il faudrait considérer qu’il sera impossible, même pour ces couples qui bénéficieront d’un revenu supérieur à 51,688$, d’obtenir un TEMI inférieur à 36.5% !!!

[bookmark: _GoBack]Quel beau gâchis ou plutôt quel beau mensonge que le RVER ! Tout cela, tout simplement pour réduire, quelque peu, les frais de gestion des REER actuels. Mais, en fait, ce que l’on élimine, principalement, c’est le coût relié à la rémunération du conseiller financier ! Ce que les gouvernements disent donc, implicitement, c’est que les contribuables n’ont aucunement besoin des services d’un spécialiste qui pourra mieux les guider financièrement et fiscalement ! C’est comme de dire qu’il est toujours avantageux de payer le moins cher possible pour tous les produits et services et qu’en plus, tout à coup, les citoyens possèderaient toutes les informations nécessaires pour prendre, d’eux mêmes, les meilleures décisions financières et fiscales !

Il n’y a pas si longtemps, certaines personnes disaient, suite au scandale Norbourg : mais comment cela se fait-il que personne n’a rien vu ? Qu’attendons-nous pour ne pas que se reproduise un tel questionnement de la part des contribuables et qu’ils rejettent complètement tout le blâme, encore une fois, sur les conseillers et planificateurs financiers ? 
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verrons des contribuables qui prendront des REER pour la mauvaise raison, qui RAPperont, sans en
comprendre les incidences, qui favoriseront les FNB alors qu’ils auraient pu obtenir de meilleurs
rendements à long terme avec des fonds communs, qui se procureront des assurances temporaires
ou permanentes pour des montants bien supérieurs à leurs réels besoins et ainsi de suite.
 
Commençons donc  par revoir les paradigmes sur lesquels reposent les conseils financiers
traditionnels et posons-nous la question suivante : En considérant les impacts directs et indirects
provenant de plus de 40 mesures socio-fiscales, se pourrait-il que le conseil basé sur un principe
de progressivité des taux puisse s’avérer le pire conseil à donner, conseil qui pourrait aller à
l’encontre de l’intérêt véritable du contribuable ? Se pourrait-il que la majorité des prêts REER
proposés à des célibataires vont à l’encontre du meilleur intérêt du client ?
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The Study In Brief

In June 2012, the regulatory framework for a promising new retirement savings vehicle, Pooled Registered 
Pension Plans (PRPPs), was passed into federal legislation. The hope is that PRPPs will improve pension 
coverage and retirement-saving outcomes by reducing costs and improving investment returns through asset 
pooling and third-party administration. Since most employers under federal pension legislation are already 
providing pension coverage to their employees, PRPPs were introduced in the expectation that provincial 
governments would follow the federal lead and adopt PRPPs for the vast majority of Canadian workers 
under provincial pension jurisdiction. As of now, only the province of Quebec has announced its intention to 
create its own distinct version of PRPPs, branded Voluntary Retirement Savings Plans.

Although the intentions behind PRPPs are commendable, PRPPs represent only a mild improvement 
over existing options such as Registered Retirement Savings Plans (RRSPs) and defined-contribution (DC) 
pension plans. This is because tax rules for PRPPs – essentially identical to those that apply to RRSPs and 
similar to those for DC plans – will prevent many private-sector workers from saving enough for retirement 
and from receiving retirement income in the form of a life pension. 

Tax rules are the foundation for retirement saving because of the advantages they offer in registered plans, 
such as deferral of tax on contributions and non-taxation of investment income. If the foundation isn’t right, 
these plans cannot operate to their potential or in the interest of all Canadians. As a result, this paper focuses 
on tax rules and makes recommendations that, if implemented, are likely to make PRPPs perform better for 
Canadians than their closest comparators – DC plans and RRSPs. 

Firstly, we demonstrate that many lower-income and middle-income workers who save for retirement 
should not do so in tax-deferred accounts because if they do, they will pay taxes and government benefit 
clawbacks on withdrawals in retirement at rates that are significantly higher than the refundable rates 
that apply to contributions. Over a lifetime, these workers would be much better off financially to save for 
retirement in existing Tax-Free Savings Accounts (TFSAs). Therefore, we propose that tax rules be amended 
to allow tax-prepaid saving within PRPPs. 

Secondly, guidelines should be developed to help PRPP administrators protect lower-income retirees from 
the punitive effect of high government benefit clawbacks in retirement.

Thirdly, PRPP members should have the option of accumulating self-funded, “target” pension benefits 
providing the same advantages enjoyed by federal government workers and other DB pension plans that are 
not available in RRSPs and DC plans. 

And lastly, it seems almost too obvious to state that a pension plan should pay pensions or – at the very 
least – be able to pay them. But PRPPs will not be able to do so because federal tax rules prohibit any pension 
plan from paying a pension unless it is a defined-benefit (DB) plan. Allowing PRPPs to pay pensions would 
improve retirement income security for all PRPP members and turn PRPPs into a truly new and innovative 
retirement savings vehicle.

C.D. Howe Institute Commentary© is a periodic analysis of, and commentary on, current public policy issues. Michael Benedict 
and James Fleming edited the manuscript; Yang Zhao prepared it for publication. As with all Institute publications, the 
views expressed here are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Institute’s members or Board 
of Directors. Quotation with appropriate credit is permissible.

To order this publication please contact: the C.D. Howe Institute, 67 Yonge St., Suite 300, Toronto, Ontario M5E 1J8. The 
full text of this publication is also available on the Institute’s website at www.cdhowe.org.



2

According to the report of a federal-provincial 
Research Working Group on Retirement Income 
Adequacy, cited by the federal government prior to the 
introduction of Bill C-25, these gaps likely relate to 
“modest- and middle-income” Canadians who are 
not saving enough for retirement (Mintz 2009). 

The federal government’s apparent hope is 
that PRPPs will improve pension coverage and 
retirement-saving outcomes by reducing costs 
and improving investment returns through asset 
pooling and third-party administration. Analogous 
to the federal Pension Benefits Standards Act, 1985, 
which establishes the rules for federally regulated 
employers who sponsor workplace pensions, Bill 
C-25 sets standards for PRPP administration, asset 
management, member enrolment and locking-in  
of benefits. 

The federal government has jurisdiction over 
specific kinds of employers – e.g., railways, banks, 
the postal service, etc. Most of these employers 
provide pension coverage to their employees. 
Therefore, Bill C-25, which received Royal Assent 
on June 28, is not expected to affect most workers 
unless the provinces cooperate. 

For this reason, Bill C-25 was drafted in the 
hope that provincial governments would adopt 

enabling legislation and pursue bilateral or 
multilateral agreements (Canada 2011b). Though 
not impossible, this is unlikely given provincial 
pension regulators’ historically staunch resistance  
to nationally harmonized pension rules (Van  
Riesen 2009). 

Quebec announced in its 2012 budget that it 
intended to implement its own distinct version 
of PRPPs (Quebec 2012) and on June 12, 2012, 
tabled Bill 80 – An act respecting voluntary retirement 
savings plans. Bill 80 would require that employers 
with five or more employees offer membership 
in a “Voluntary Retirement Savings Plan,” albeit 
with no requirement that employers contribute. By 
comparison, the Ontario government expressed 
concerns regarding the proposed PRPP framework 
in its March 2012 budget, suggesting that it may 
not increase pension coverage, retirement saving 
adequacy or adequately protect members’ interests. 
The Ontario budget instead advocated a “modest” 
enhancement to the Canada Pension Plan (CPP).

When the federal government first announced 
the basic PRPP framework in 2010, it indicated 
that it would develop tax rules to put PRPPs 
“within the basic system of rules and limits” for 
Registered Retirement Savings Plans (RRSPs) and 

 The authors would like to thank Faisal Siddiqi for his help on annuity calculations, as well as members of the C.D. Howe 
Institute’s Pension Policy Council for their comments and suggestions.

In June 2012, the House of Commons passed Bill C-25 (Canada 
2011a), containing the regulatory framework for “Pooled 
Registered Pension Plans” (PRPPs), a new kind of retirement-
saving vehicle described by the government as “an effective and 
appropriate way to help bridge existing gaps in the retirement 
system (Canada 2011c). 
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pension plans (Canada 2011d). Proposed tax rules 
for PRPPs were released on December 14, 2011, 
the main elements of which are as follows:

•	 PRPP	contributions	will	be	limited	to	an	
individual’s available RRSP contribution room; 

•	 Self-employed	and	employed	individuals	will	be	
able to join PRPPs, with no requirement for an 
employer to participate; 

•	 “De-accumulation”	options	will	be	similar	to	those	
available for defined-contribution (DC) pension 
plans – i.e., transfer to a RRIF, payment of 
variable benefits or purchase of a life annuity; and

•	 PRPP	administrators	must	be	licensed	as	such	
and must be corporations resident in Canada.

While the federal government presents PRPPs as a 
way to “bridge existing gaps” in Canada’s retirement-
saving system, they have received a tepid response 
from many pension experts and commentators. 
For instance, PRPPs cannot require mandatory 
participation and, therefore, have “very little 
advantage compared to a group RRSP” (Hurst 2011). 
Second, and unlike employer-sponsored defined-
benefit (DB) pension plans and the Canada and 
Quebec pension plans (C/QPP), a PRPP represents 
another savings vehicle that “will not guarantee any 
particular pension” (Townson 2011). 

In terms of providing opportunity to accumulate 
a pension, Table 1 shows how PRPPs stack up 
compared to the C/QPP and to private retirement-
savings vehicles now permitted under federal tax 
rules – DB pension plans, DC pension plans and 
RRSPs. 

The proposed tax rules for PRPPs are essentially 
identical to those that apply to RRSPs and similar 
to those for DC pension plans (see Table 1). As 
discussed in previous papers of this series, tax rules 
for DC plans and RRSPs are inferior to tax rules for 
DB pension plans in terms of providing adequate 

and secure pension incomes.1 As compared to DB 
pension plans, the important deficiencies of DC 
pension plans and RRSPs are as follows: 

•	 They	do	not	pay	retirement	pensions.
•	 Contribution	room	will	be	inadequate	for	 

many workers. 
•	 Investment	losses	result	in	permanent	loss	of	

retirement saving room. 

In essence, and despite the word “pension” in their 
name, PRPPs will not be “pension” plans because 
a) they will not pay pensions to their members and 
b) they will not allow workers or their employers 
to contribute to the kind of predictable or target 
retirement income provided by the C/QPP and 
by existing single-employer, multi-employer or 
jointly sponsored DB pension plans. Instead, 
PRPPs will provide a lump-sum account that 
members will manage through retirement. Given 
“the large body of research that demonstrates that 
financial planning and investing for retirement is 
not something that comes easily to most people 
and that many individuals lack even the basic 
knowledge required to successfully manage their 
own retirement plans” (Broadbent et al. 2006), many 
PRPP participants are unlikely to manage their 
accounts well – especially in retirement when many 
will experience physical or mental infirmities that 
can be expected to further reduce their ability to 
manage their retirement accounts. 

As such, PRPPs represent a perpetuation of a 
problem that has existed since federal tax rules first 
permitted retirement saving almost 100 years ago: 
one cannot participate in a plan promising “target” 
or “defined” pension benefits unless one is fortunate 
enough to have an employer provide it. Today, only 
about 15 percent of Canada’s private-sector workers 
are in this position (Statistics Canada Tables 1  
and 2). 

1 See Pierlot 2008 and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011. 
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Note: C/QPP allows exclusion of some low-earning years for purposes of determining a retirement pension. 
Source: Authors’ calculations.

Table 1: Comparison of PRPPs, RRSPs, DC plans, DB Plans and the C/QPP 

Feature PRPP RRSP DC Plan DB Plan C/QPP

Pays a pension No No No Yes Yes

Predictable, target pension benefit No No No Yes Yes

Disability pension No No No Yes Yes

Pension accrual possible during disability or other workforce 
absences No No Yes Yes Yes 

Participation mandatory No No Usually Usually Yes

Risk pooling No No No Yes Yes

Asset pooling Partial No Partial Yes Yes

Investment losses generate new contribution room No No No Yes Yes

Payroll taxes payable on employer contributions No Yes No No n/a

Although PRPPs may represent a modest step 
forward in terms of asset pooling, they won’t give 
the remaining 85 percent the opportunity to enjoy 
the benefits of DB workplace pension plans. PRPP 
outcomes risk being similar to that of RRSPs and 
DC plans because they will provide only limited 
asset pooling and will not pool pensioners’ market 
and longevity risks, which helps large DB plans to 
provide annuities at lower costs.

Perhaps the most troubling aspect of PRPPs is 
the constituency for whom they appear intended, 
as indicated in a background document on PRPPs 
released by the federal government in November 
2011:

Some Canadian households, especially modest- 
and middle-income households, may be at risk of 
undersaving for retirement .… While aggregate 
RPP/RRSP participation rates for middle- and 

higher-income earners are quite high, the research 
indicated that a portion of Canadians may not be 
saving enough (Canada 2011c).

The federal government’s intent, it appears, is that 
PRPP membership will be largely made up of 
low- and lower-middle income workers. This is 
a departure from the federal government’s long-
standing view that “tax-assisted” retirement saving 
in pension plans and RRSPs is primarily intended 
for Canadians with middle and upper-middle 
incomes (Canada 1984). 

For many low- and middle-income workers, 
saving in a PRPP (or any other tax-deferred plan) 
will be worse than saving for retirement outside 
of them because of often misunderstood tax 
consequences. Conventional wisdom suggests that 
retirees pay lower taxes on their pension income 
than they paid on earnings while working. But for 
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younger low- and middle-income workers who are 
now starting to save for retirement, the opposite is 
generally true: income taxes and government benefit 
clawbacks may actually result in higher effective 
tax rates on their retirement income than on 
earnings saved during working life. High effective 
tax rates that result in part from the clawback of 
income-tested benefits for the elderly mean that 
governments are effectively getting more taxes back 
from many Canadians when they retire than the 
amount of taxes forgone when those Canadians 
contributed to pension plans and RRSPs (Laurin 
and Poschmann 2010; Figure 1 below).2

With the exception of potential efficiency 
gains through pooling of assets, PRPPs will be 
nearly identical to RRSPs. This means that as 
currently proposed, PRPPs are unlikely to improve 
the retirement incomes of tomorrow’s seniors 
(Ambachtsheer and Waitzer 2011). However, and 
notwithstanding the fact that pension regulation is 
largely a provincial matter, the federal government 
need not be a toothless tiger when it comes to 
helping Canadians prepare for better retirements. 
This is because the federal government controls tax 
incentives for retirement saving in all tax-deferred 
retirement plans, including PRPPs, which have the 
potential to contribute in a more meaningful way to 
Canadians’ retirement income security. 

What can the federal government do to make 
PRPPs better? Below, four changes are proposed 
that will make PRPPs an innovative and effective 
new retirement saving option for all Canadians: 

•	 Allow	tax-prepaid	saving	within	PRPPs.	This	
will ensure that PRPPs can be a good retirement 
saving vehicle for lower- and middle-income 
workers. 

•	 Develop	guidelines	to	help	PRPP	administrators	
discourage or prevent lower-income workers from 
contributing to tax-deferred PRPP accounts. 

This will help protect lower-income retirees from 
punitive effective tax rates in retirement. 

•	 Allow	workers	to	contribute	to	their	own	“target	
benefit” pensions. This will be of particular 
benefit to workers who are older and/or have 
middle- and upper-middle incomes, as well as 
to lower-income workers – if tax-free pension 
accounts are permitted.

•	 Allow	PRPPs	to	pay	pensions.	This	will	improve	
retirement income security for all PRPP 
members and turn PRPPs into real pension plans. 

Because tax rules for PRPPs have to be correct 
before anything else can be, this paper does not 
address a number of issues important to PRPP 
delivery. Some of these issues include optional 
versus voluntary enrolment, the design of default 
investment options and PRPP governance. 

Tax rules are the foundation for retirement 
saving in all pension plans and RRSPs because of 
the advantages they offer, such as deferral of tax 
on contributions and non-taxation of investment 
income. If the foundation isn’t right, these plans 
cannot operate to their potential or in the interest 
of all Canadians. As a result, this paper focuses 
on tax rules and makes recommendations that, if 
implemented, are likely to make PRPPs perform 
better for Canadians than their closest comparators 
– DC plans and RRSPs. 

This is an area where the federal government can 
make a difference. Tax reforms tailored to PRPPs 
would enable providers to offer plans better adapted 
to the needs of the workers who need them most, 
with wider acceptance and without compromising 
PRPPs’ intended simplicity.

1.   Tax-Free Pension Saving

Canadians can save for retirement in a variety 
of ways. They can invest their after-tax savings 
in real or financial assets and pay taxes on their 

2 This appears inconsistent with the federal government’s assertion that “tax-assisted” retirement savings plans cost the federal 
and provincial treasuries $30 billion annually in lost tax revenue (Canada 2011b).
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investment income as it accrues (interests, royalties 
and dividends) or as it is realized (capital gains). Or, 
they can take advantage of government-registered 
savings vehicles in which most investment income 
accumulates tax free. Some employers – particularly 
in the public sector – sponsor registered pension 
plans (RPPs) for their employees, in which income 
tax payable on contributions (or some equivalency 
for the promised pension in defined/target benefit 
plans) is deferred until pension benefits are paid 
out. The same investment-income sheltering and 
income-tax deferral is granted on contributions 
made to individual RRSPs. 

A new savings option, the Tax-Free Savings 
Account (TFSA), became available to Canadians 
in 2009. Canadians over age 18 can invest up to 
an inflation-indexed limit of $5,000 annually in 
a TFSA; unused investment room can be carried 
forward indefinitely. TFSA-eligible investments 
are also sheltered from investment income taxation. 
TFSAs are funded with income that has already 
been subject to personal taxation, and no taxes are 
payable on withdrawals. For this reason, these plans 
are often dubbed “tax-prepaid.”

TFSA withdrawals do not affect entitlement 
to income-tested benefits, which means that 
low-income workers can use TFSAs to save for 
retirement tax-effectively, without reducing their 
entitlement to Guaranteed Income Supplement 
(GIS) benefits. For lower-income retirees, marginal 
effective tax rates on taxable pension income are 
very high: the combined effect of income taxes and 
clawbacks of federal and provincial income-tested 
benefits such as the federal GIS and associated 
provincial supplements means that some low-income 
retirees can expect to pay marginal effective tax rates 
of as much as 80 percent on their PRPP savings.3

A common misconception is that tax-deferred 
(RRSP/RPP) investments are superior to tax-
prepaid (TFSA) contributions because the tax 
deferral on RRSP savings will often give rise to 
a refund of income taxes previously collected at 
source on workers’ pay. However, a tax deferral is 
not new income or a reduction in tax, but simply 
a postponement of tax payment to a future time. 
Conceptually, the tax deferral or refund of tax can 
be viewed as money borrowed by taxpayers from 
governments to be reimbursed – with interest 
– when sums are withdrawn. As demonstrated 
in Kesselman and Poschmann (2001), Laurin 
and Poschmann (2010) and Golombek (2011), 
tax-deferred and tax-prepaid investments are 
arithmetically equivalent, for a given constant rate 
of return and tax rate.

However, actual taxes will vary depending on 
the level and source of income. Therefore, the taxes 
on earnings put aside for retirement will usually 
be different from the taxes on withdrawals from 
registered plans in retirement. If the tax rate on 
income withdrawn is lower than when invested in 
the plans, inter-temporal tax savings are available 
from tax-deferred plans (RPP/RRSP) as opposed 
to tax-prepaid investments (TFSA). And vice-
versa, a higher tax rate in retirement would mean 
tax savings are available from saving in a TFSA in 
preference to an RRSP. 

If the objective is to minimize taxes over a 
lifetime, then one would be better off saving for 
retirement in the tax-preferred form (tax-deferred 
vs. tax-prepaid) likely to result in the lowest average 
lifetime tax rate, based on individual circumstances. 
A multitude of individual factors can influence 
these circumstances, including determinants 
of effective tax rates, such as levels and sources 

3 The issue of high effective marginal tax rates on tax-deferred retirement savings accumulated by low-income workers has 
been discussed extensively in previous publications. See Shillington 2003, Poschmann and Robson 2004, Milligan 2005, 
Pierlot 2008, Laurin and Poschmann 2010, 2011a, 2011b and 2011c, and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011.
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of income, existing savings, desired income in 
retirement, clawbacks of income-tested government 
benefits and family situations.

Given reasonable assumptions regarding 
individual lifetime savings, earnings and desired 
income in retirement, and assuming no change 
to tax laws, it is possible to simulate and compare 
lifetime after-tax outcomes of retirement savings 

depending on whether savings occur in tax-deferred 
or in tax-prepaid plans. We have built a simulation 
model enabling such calculations (see methodology 
in Box 1).

Take, for example, a 30-year-old single individual 
in Alberta with employment earnings of $50,000, 
rising at 2.5 percent per year for the next 35 years 
(Table 2). He or she would need to save about  

Box 1: Simulating Lifetime Income Taxes Paid (and Government Benefit Reductions) on  
Tax-Deferred Retirement Savings (RRSP) vs. Tax-Prepaid Savings (TFSA)

Results presented in Figure 1 are scenario-based lifetime tax simulations for modelled 30-year-olds putting 
aside for retirement a constant fraction of gross earnings annually until retiring at 65. Assumptions are made 
with respect to family situation, starting income levels, earnings growth (2.5 percent per year), inflation rate 
(2 percent per year), desired pre-tax income in retirement (60 percent of final-year earnings), rate of return on 
investments (5 percent) and annuity factors. As illustrated in Table 2, these assumptions enable us to compute 
the amount of gross savings and associated annual constant savings rate required to purchase an inflation-
indexed annuity in retirement that produces a yearly gross income stream sufficient to bridge the gap between 
the target retirement income and the sum of CPP income and government income-tested benefits.

When one calculates tax burdens shouldered by individuals and families, it is important to consider all 
relevant aspects of the tax system. Federal and provincial income taxes are naturally based on the combination of 
taxable income, schedules of statutory tax rates and eligible credit amounts used to reduce tax payable. Those are 
payments from the pockets of taxpayers to governments. 

But governments also transfer money to individuals and families through the tax system for programs such 
as the Canada Child Tax Benefit, the GST/HST credit, the Working Income Tax Benefit and the Guaranteed 
Income Supplement for seniors at the federal level, and many other similar programs at the provincial level. 
These payment amounts are usually determined based on taxable income; i.e., they are clawed back by reduction 
rates beyond certain income thresholds. Tax burden estimates computed in this analysis include all these 
payments from taxpayers to governments and from governments to tax filers. Effective tax rates, therefore, 
measure how household disposable income (available after-tax income) changes in response to income from 
various taxable sources. 

The analysis presented here is based on simulations carried out using Statistics Canada’s Social Policy 
Simulation Database and Model (SPSD/M). The SPSD/M is a micro-simulation model used by researchers 
across Canada to assess the implications of tax policy changes. The model is comprehensive in that it integrates 
all of the various parts of the tax system, including benefit reduction rates and tax credits, enabling the 
computation of effective tax rates on working income and on taxable retirement income later in life. We further 
assume no major change in tax laws and regulations. Taxes are computed for the 2011 tax year.

We can compute effective tax rates on income saved into a TFSA while working, using our tax model, our 
calculated required constant savings rate and assumed income levels throughout one’s working life. (Income 
flowing out of TFSAs in retirement is tax-free.)

While earnings saved into RRSPs are not taxed, income flowing from RRSPs in retirement is fully taxable. 
Effective tax rates on taxable pension income from RRSPs are calculated on top of Q/CCP income and are 
inclusive of any remaining clawbacks of GIS and associated supplements, which explains their relatively high 
levels at lower levels of income.
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(1) Assuming 2.5 percent earnings growth per annum minus the effect of 2 percent inflation.
(2) 60 percent of final-year earnings.
(3) Amounts for Old Age Security pension, Federal Sales Tax Credit, Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) and Alberta Seniors  
 Benefit (ASB) minus clawbacks of GIS/ASB due to taxable CPP income.
(4) For example, at $50,000, $13,388 = $35,426 – ($11,903 + $10,135)
(5) Single-life annuity, no guarantee period, annuity purchase interest rate is 3.5 percent; indexing rate is 2 percent. 
(6) Estimation based on the model developed in Dodge et al. (2010).
(7) Estimated using modelled taxes and benefit clawbacks on the last 6.7 percent of earnings saved every year at the $50,000 income  
 level and 2.1 percent at the $33,300 invome level.  

Table 2: Simulations for Modelled 30-year-old Single Alberta Residents Earning $50,000 and $33,300, 
and Retiring at 65 

(Current $) (Current $)

Earnings at 30 years old $50,000 $33,300

Real earnings at 65 years (1) $59,004 $39,323

Target gross real income in retirement (2) $35,426 $23,594 

Estimated real CPP benefits in retirement $11,903 $8,207

Estimated real government benefits (3) $10,135 $12,621

Target private annuity pension (4) $13,388 $2,766

Lump-sum required to purchase target indexed annuity (5) $215,314 $44,490

Annual savings rate required to accumulate desired lump sum (6) 6.7% 2.1%

Tax Calculations Tax Calculations

RRSP TFSA RRSP TFSA

Effective lifetime tax rate on earnings saved (7) 0% 32% 0% 29%

Lump sum of investments at 65 $215,314 $146,414 $44,490 $31,588 

Gross indexed annuity $13,388 $9,104 $2,766 $1,964 

Effective tax and benefit clawback rate on annuity income 46% 0% 67% 0%

Annuity income available for consumption $7,230 $9,104 $913 $1,964 

Financial gain (loss) as a percentage of gross savings (14%) 14% (39%) 39%

Percentage gain (loss) of consumable annuity income (26%) 26% (115%) 115%

6.7 percent of income every year to accumulate a 
gross amount of about $420,000 (or about $215,000 
taking out the effect of inflation) at retirement, 
enough to purchase a life annuity bridging the gap 
between a target 60 percent of final-year earnings 
and the sum of CPP income and government 

income-tested benefits (GIS, Alberta Seniors 
Benefit and federal sales tax credit). 

In this example, earnings saved each year in a 
TFSA are reduced by income taxes and government 
benefit clawbacks, thus reducing the total amount 
of money available for consumption in retirement 
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– and the life annuity – by an estimated 32 percent. 
In a RRSP or pension plan, annual contributions 
are sheltered from tax leading to larger annuity 
payments in retirement before taxes. However, 
these retirement annuities reduce GIS and other 
benefit entitlements, and attract income taxes, 
reducing the annuity available for consumption 
by an estimated 46 percent (Table 2). Thus, in this 
example, substantial tax savings (14 percent of 
gross accumulated investments) would be available 
by saving tax-prepaid as opposed to tax-deferred 
(Table 2). Put differently, this worker would enjoy 
26 percent more consumable annuity income from 
his 6.7 percent annual contribution by saving in a 
TFSA instead of an RRSP (Table 2).

The same simulations can be made for a lower-
income 30-year-old single individual with earnings, 
for example, of $33,300 (Table 2). In this case, 
pension income from government sources fulfills 
almost all of his/her target income in retirement, 
leaving a small gap to be filled with savings of about 
2 percent of income per year. Saved in a traditional 
tax-deferred vehicle, the entire amount of annuity 
income in retirement would be subject to very high 
senior’s benefits clawbacks, eating away most of the 
savings (67 percent). For low-income individuals, 
tax-prepaid savings such as TFSAs are preferable by 
a large margin (Table 2 and Figure 1).

Similar tax calculations can be performed 
assuming various levels of income, family situations 
and province of residence (Figure 1). On average, 
for the four most populous provinces (Quebec, 
Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia), 30-year-
old single individuals earning $33,300 and retiring 
at 65 could achieve tax savings equivalent to  
23 percent of gross accumulated assets by investing 
in a TFSA (as opposed to a RRSP). For mid-
income single earners ($50,000 earnings), average 
tax savings are estimated at about 10 percent of 
gross accumulated assets (Figure 1). 

Investing in tax-prepaid vehicles can also reduce 
significantly taxes and benefit clawbacks for low- 
to mid-income dual-earner couples. For instance, 
young couples without children earning $50,000 or 

$75,000 of family income could save 31 percent and 
6 percent, respectively, of gross accumulated assets 
on average. For couples with children, average tax 
savings from investing for retirement in a TFSA are 
relatively less, due to higher clawbacks on child-
related government benefits while working.

The figures presented above demonstrate that 
many lower-income and middle-income workers 
who save for retirement should not do so in tax-
deferred accounts because if they do, they will 
pay effective taxes on withdrawals at rates that 
are significantly higher than the refundable rates 
that apply to contributions. With this in mind, 
and given that PRPPs are apparently targeted at 
lower- and middle-income workers, there is a real 
question as to the federal government’s real purpose 
in introducing tax-deferred PRPPs: is it to improve 
future retirees’ living standards? Or is it to increase 
their effective tax rates by encouraging them to save 
in a way that that will reduce their entitlement to 
the GIS, thus relieving financial stress on the public 
pension system? Note that this criticism would 
apply equally to the proposed CPP enhancements 
put forward by Ontario and other provinces – in 
fact, CPP enhancement could actually be worse 
than tax-deferred saving in a pension plan or RRSP 
because individuals’ CPP contributions do not 
enjoy the same tax preference as pension and RRSP 
contributions. 

Unless changes are made to PRPPs, lower- and 
middle-income workers over a lifetime will be 
much better off financially to save for retirement 
in TFSAs. Proposed tax rules for PRPPs should 
therefore be amended to create new Tax-Free 
Pension Accounts (TFPA) and allow PRPP 
members to contribute to them. Analogous to a 
TFSA, which allows tax-free accumulations and 
withdrawals, a TFPA should be available to all 
members but designed primarily for the needs of 
low- to mid-income workers. 

Many workers don’t have steady career paths 
with constant earnings growth throughout their 
lifetime, as modelled in our examples above. 
Therefore, it is entirely possible that the best 
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outcome for many would involve switching 
between a tax-deferred account and TFPA at some 
points in their career. It is impossible to model 
all possible scenarios, but the new regime should 
allow participants to freely choose at any time how 
their savings are allocated between both types of 
accounts. This being said, it should be noted that 
most participants are likely to need assistance in 
determining which type of tax-preferred account 
will be optimal at a particular time. This presents 

an opportunity for PRPP administrators to develop 
guiding tools and assistance procedures to help 
participants make informed choices. 

Under current TFSA rules, younger workers 
have a much greater opportunity to accumulate 
TFSA savings than older workers. For example, an 
individual aged 25 in 2012 who makes maximum 
contributions could accumulate TFSA savings of 
about $865,000 by age 65, or about $515,000 in 
real terms.4 By comparison, a 55-year-old in 2012 

4 Assuming 2.5 percent inflation and a 5 percent nominal compound annual return.

Figure 1: Modelled Lifetime Tax Savings from Investing in a TFSA (as opposed to a RRSP)

* Average of Quebec, Ontario, Alberta and BC.
Source: Authors’ calculations using methodology described in Box 1 and Table 2.
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could not accumulate more than about $69,000 of 
TFSA savings by age 65, or $61,000 in real terms.5 
To ensure that older and younger workers have 
the same opportunity to save in a TFPA, and to 
allow older workers to contribute more to catch 
up, TFPA contributions should not be subject to 
the current annual TFSA limits. Instead, unlimited 
contributions should be permitted until an indexed 
TFPA accumulation allowance is reached. 

Bearing in mind that the TFPA would be 
primarily intended for lower-income workers, 
the suggested starting amount for the TFPA 
accumulation allowance is $250,000, indexed 
to wage inflation thereafter. This is likely the 
maximum amount a low- or lower-middle income 
worker could reasonably accumulate during a 
working life. A TFPA accumulation of $250,000 
would provide a tax-free pension of about $11,000 
to a 60-year-old retiree, or $12,700 to a 65-year old 
retiree.6 Although not a rich pension, this is enough 
to substantially improve a low-income retiree’s 
post-retirement standard of living. 

To ensure consistency between TFSAs and 
TFPAs, annual TFSA contribution limits should 
also be eliminated and the $250,000 accumulation 
allowance should be applied to the aggregate of 
TFSA and TFPA accumulations. 

Current TFSA contribution rules effectively 
discriminate on the basis of age because the 
indexed, $5,000 accumulation limit provides an 
opportunity for younger, wealthier individuals to 
accumulate considerably more in a TFSA than the 
recommended limit of $250,000 over a lifetime, 
while restricting older Canadians to accumulations 
of considerably less. While it can be expected that 
wealthier Canadians will contribute more to TFSAs 
in the short term if a $250,000 accumulation 
limit is implemented, the income-sheltering 

benefit available to them will be subject to a hard 
cap, which is not the case with current TFSA 
contribution limits. 

2.   Protecting Lower-Income Retirees

The difference between effective tax and clawback 
rates during work and in retirement is an important 
consideration in choosing how to save. As 
demonstrated above, saving on a tax-prepaid 
basis will be more advantageous for many. This 
raises the issue of the fiduciary duties of PRPP 
administrators. Section 22 of Bill C-25 requires 
a PRPP administrator “to act as a trustee for the 
members” with “the diligence and skill that it 
possesses, or ought to possess.” This is similar to 
most pension legislation, which generally requires 
plan administrators to act in members’ interests.

It is expected that most PRPP administrators 
will be financial institutions that will earn revenue 
from managing invested PRPP contributions. 
Consequently, PRPP administrators’ interest will be 
to maximize participants and contributions, even 
though it is unwise for many lower-income workers 
to contribute to tax-deferred PRPP accounts – 
especially those who are years away from retirement, 
as demonstrated above, or those who are very close 
to retirement and/or live in lower-tax jurisdictions 
(Laurin/Poschman 2010). This situation creates a 
prima facie conflict of interest.  Some approaches to 
resolving it and protecting the interests of lower-
income workers are suggested below: 

•	 If	PRPP	tax	rules	are	amended	to	allow	tax-
free accounts, PRPP administrators should be 
required to develop screening and education 
protocols to help members select the type of 
account (tax-free or tax-deferred) in which they 
should participate; and

5 Idem. 
6 60 percent spousal survivor benefit (spouse three years younger); interest rate is 3.5 percent; indexed at 2 percent; no 

guarantee period. 
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•	 PRPP	administrators	should	be	required	to	
develop financial planning tools to help members 
determine whether saving in a tax-deferred 
account is in their best interest. 

3.   Target Pensions for PRPP Members

Career federal government workers earn pensions 
that cost 30 percent to 40 percent of pay and are 
worth $1 million to $2 million (Laurin/Robson 
2011 and Pierlot/Siddiqi 2011). It is proposed 
that PRPP contributions will be subject to much 
lower contribution limits – i.e., the contribution 
limits that apply to RRSPs. What does this double 
standard mean for PRPP members? 

•	 PRPP	members	will	not	be	able	to	accumulate	
even half the pension income of a federal 
government worker (Pierlot 2008; Pierlot and 
Siddiqi 2011). 

•	 Unlike	pension	plan	members	and	sponsoring	
employers, PRPPs members will not be able to 
increase their contributions to compensate for 
investment losses.

•	 PRPP	members	will	not	be	able	to	accumulate	
DB-style “target” pensions. 

•	 Many	late-career	workers,	immigrants,	professionals	
and small business owners will not be able to save 
enough for their retirement in PRPPs. 

•	 Unlike	pension	plan	members,	no	PRPP	member	
will be able to accumulate pension income 
for periods of workforce absence with low or 
no earnings – e.g., parental leave, retraining, 
sabbaticals, periods of salary-deferral leave, etc. 

There are two approaches the federal government 
could take to make PRPPs work better and level the 
playing field between its own workers and those in 
the private sector for whom PRPPs are intended: 

•	 Allow	PRPP	members	to	accumulate	pensions	
using the same defined-benefit rules that apply 
to pension plans offered by federal and other 
government levels and by a few private-sector 
employers; or

•	 Implement	a	lifetime	accumulation	allowance	for	
PRPP members.

Each of these options is discussed below:

a. Allow Self-funded DB Pensions

The federal government can allow PRPP members 
to accumulate the same pensions as its own 
workers accumulate. These pensions are close to the 
maximum permitted under current tax rules. 

Under the Income Tax Act, members of a DB 
pension plan can accumulate a pension of 2 percent 
of the average of the highest three consecutive 
12-month periods of earnings, to a maximum 
of $2,647 in 2012, for each year of service. For a 
member with 30 years of service and three-year best 
average earnings of $60,000, this translates into 
a pension of $36,000. The value of this pension is 
about $900,000 at age 60, including other rights 
and benefits that DB pensions are allowed to offer. 
Some of these include bridge benefits to replace 
CPP/OAS benefits until they become payable at 
age 65, inflation indexing and pension accumulation 
for periods of leave, reduced pay or disability. 

Perhaps most importantly, federal tax rules 
for DB pension plans do not limit contributions 
directly – all contributions necessary to fund 
benefits are permitted. This means that adverse 
experience – e.g., investment losses or lower-than-
expected investment returns – can be offset with 
increased contributions to ensure that benefits  
are secure. 

At a minimum, the federal government should 
amend the proposed tax rules for PRPPs to allow 
members to accumulate the same DB pensions 
its own workers receive, with contributions made 
personally, by their employers, or both. In effect, this 
would allow PRPP members to accumulate self-
funded, “target” pension benefits providing the same 
advantages enjoyed by federal government workers 
and other DB pension plans that are not available 
in RRSPs, DC plans and will not be available in 
PRPPs. These advantages are as follows:

•	 substantially	greater	contribution/accumulation	
room; 
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•	 contribution/accumulation	room	based	on	
highest-average earnings, rather than career-
average earnings;

•	 catch-up	contribution/accumulation	room	for	
periods of low earnings due to periods of lay-off, 
illness or parental leave;

•	 ability	to	increase	contributions	to	offset	
investment losses or lower-than-expected 
investment returns; and

•	 the	opportunity	to	receive	benefits	as	a	lifetime	
pension annuity.

Whether individuals accumulate benefits on a 
tax-deferred basis – or on a tax-paid basis, as we 
recommend above – these features would greatly 
help PRPP members accumulate adequate pensions. 
However, and subject to limited exceptions, current 
tax rules make these features available only in plans 
sponsored by employers who underwrite pension-
funding risk. One such exception includes multi-
employer union plans in which contributions are 
fixed as a percentage of pay or amount per hour 
worked. Another is the “member-funded” DB 
pension plan, which Quebec made available to 
accommodate some employers’ “unwillingness to 
assume the financial risk of a defined-benefit plan” 
and labour organizations’ desire for membership 
in a defined-benefit plan “to build up a retirement 
pension, even if an employer is unwilling to assume 
the financial risk” (Quebec 2008). 

PRPP members should have the option of 
accumulating DB-style pensions in individual 
accounts or in a structure with other members 
that pools longevity risk. In either case, retirement 
benefits would necessarily be contingent on the 
aggregate of contributions made by, or on behalf of, 
a member and investment returns realized.7 

b. Implement a Lifetime Accumulation Allowance

The introduction of PRPPs affords the federal 

government an opportunity to do something 
truly innovative to provide all Canadians an equal 
and sufficient opportunity to save for retirement: 
allow PRPP members to contribute any amount 
to their PRPP accounts up to a uniform lifetime 
accumulation allowance. Discussed in a previous 
paper of this series (Pierlot and Siddiqi 2011), a 
lifetime accumulation allowance would allow PRPP 
members to fund a target pension, as and when they 
can. This would benefit workers at particular risk 
of not having enough RRSP room to accumulate 
adequate pensions: mid-career immigrants, 
professionals with long periods of post-secondary 
education, small business owners and those who 
have experienced periods of low or no earnings.

For tax-paid pension saving within a PRPP, 
the lifetime accumulation allowance should be 
$250,000 or less, as proposed above. For tax-
deferred PRPP saving, the allowance should be $1 
million to $2 million (Pierlot and Siddiqi 2011). 
Each allowance should be indexed to wage inflation. 

4.   Allow Pensions to be Paid from PRPPs

It seems almost too obvious to state that a pension 
plan should pay pensions or – at the very least – be 
able to pay them. But under the proposed PRPP 
rules, “pooled registered pension plans” won’t be 
allowed to pay pensions. This is because federal 
tax rules generally prohibit any pension plan from 
paying a pension unless it is a DB plan, subject to 
grandfathered exceptions (Canada Revenue  
Agency 2002). 

A 65-year-old retiree will live, on average, 
about 20 more years. Retired PRPP members will 
have to manage their retirement savings for this 
period – or longer. Unfortunately, due to financial 
illiteracy, especially lack of financial planning 
ability, many PRPP members will not manage their 
savings effectively in retirement, which has negative 

7 See also Pierlot 2008, pp. 17-19, for a more expanded discussion of self-funded DB-style pensions. 
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implications both for individuals’ retirement income 
security and for efficient operation of financial 
markets (Broadbent et al. 2006). This argues that 
the default option for receiving PRPP benefits 
should be a pension annuity.

However, and notwithstanding research that 
demonstrates individuals don’t manage money 
well, one study found that about one-third of 
workers who had retirement plans expressed 
a strong preference for having the option of 
receiving a lump-sum amount to manage through 
retirement, even though the preference for a lump-
sum settlement declines with age (SOA/AAA 
2004). This suggests that if PRPPs do not offer 
the option of a lump-sum amount at retirement, 
individuals may be less likely to participate in them, 
even though they may ultimately prefer to receive 
benefits in annuity form. Therefore, and in the 
interests of maximizing PRPP participation, PRPP 
members should have some flexibility to choose 
how to receive their retirement benefits. 

To the extent PRPP members can choose 
between a lump sum and a life pension, an 
adverse-selection issue arises because members 
who expect to live longer will be more likely to 
choose a pension. This would increase the actuarial 
cost of life annuities, making it less likely that 
PRPP members will choose to receive a pension. 
Some approaches for providing retirement income 
security to PRPP members, while addressing 
adverse-selection risk include the following:

•	 PRPP	legislation	could	incorporate	rules	in	
current pension standards laws that partially 
reduce adverse selection by allowing pension 
plans to bar members from receiving benefits 
in a lump-sum form unless they terminate 
membership and are more than 10 years away 
from normal retirement or “pensionable” age – 
usually 65.8

•	 PRPPs	could	be	allowed	to	pay	term-certain	
pension annuities, with fixed payment periods 
determined by reference to standard mortality 
tables. To address situations of increased 
longevity, retirees could be given the option to 
convert benefits at a future date to a lump sum or 
to a life annuity. 

•	 PRPP	members	who	elect	to	receive	benefits	
in the form of a lump sum or term-certain 
annuity could be offered the option of purchasing 
longevity insurance through an insurer.9

Conclusion

As currently proposed, PRPPs present only the 
appearance of reform because they are for the most 
part a re-release of an existing retirement savings 
vehicle – RRSPs – with a new coat of paint. To the 
extent that PRPPs increase tax-deferred savings 
by workers with low and low-middle incomes, 
they risk being harmful because they will amount 
to a regressive tax increase. For middle- to upper-
middle income workers, PRPPs will be of little help 
because they do not address the gap between DB 
pension plans and RRSPs in terms of accumulation 
room. Finally – and irrespective of working-life 
income – PRPPs will not pay “real” pensions to  
their members.

The federal government should carefully rethink 
its PRPP project. Fortunately, and as this report 
proposes, there is much the federal government 
can do to make PRPPs a truly new and innovative 
retirement savings vehicle that can help all 
Canadians of all ages and income classes to enjoy 
secure and comfortable retirements.  Let’s not miss 
this opportunity. 

8 See, for example, Ontario 2011 Sections 41 and 42 and Canada 2011g Sections 16 and 26.
9 Longevity insurance has recently become available to pension plans. See, for example, Sun Life Financial 2011.  
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Quand dira-t-on la vérité 
Au sujet des RVER & RPAC ? 

Il y a une expression qui dit : La vérité choque ! Cela s’applique merveilleusement bien à ces 
nouveaux régimes. La vérité, c’est que la majorité des contribuables visés par le RVER & le 
RPAC seront perdants ! 

C’est que ces régimes sont bâtis sur de fausses prémisses que je qualifierais de mythes 
financiers et fiscaux. Le mythe le plus important est celui-ci : Puisque les contribuables auront 
un revenu inférieur à la retraite et que l’imposition québécoise est, supposément, 
parfaitement progressive, ils auront « NÉCESSAIREMENT », un taux d’imposition moindre à 
la retraite ! 

Bien des gens attendent le fameux rapport d’Alban D’amours. Cependant, en ayant dans ses 
rangs le plus ardent défenseur de cette parfaite progressivité des taux d’imposition, en la 
personne du fiscaliste Luc Godbout, j’ai peur que leurs conclusions, soient, elles aussi, 
empreintes de ces mythes. 

Bien sûr si cette fameuse progressivité des taux existait, le RVER et les REER seraient des 
outils merveilleux. Toutefois, quand est-il réellement de cette belle théorie ? 

 

La fiscalité de 2012 se résume-t-elle uniquement à une simple question d’impôts directs avec 
6 paliers d’imposition qui progressent en fonction du revenu personnel ? Que fait-on de ces 
quelques 40 autres mesures socio-fiscales qui fluctuent, tantôt en fonction d’un revenu 
personnel et tantôt en fonction d’un revenu familial ? 



Même en excluant totalement les mesures relatives aux familles avec enfants mineurs, nous 
pouvons réaliser, via le graphique ci-haut, qu’il n’y a en fait, aucune progressivité des taux 
d’imposition même pour le célibataire. Or, se pourrait-il que « la parfaite » progressivité de 
l’imposition puisse, également à la retraite, n’être qu’un mythe ?  

En fait, tel que le démontre M. Laferrière depuis l’année fiscale de 1998, il n’existe aucune 
véritable progressivité de l’imposition ni avant, ni après la retraite. Alors pourquoi se baser 
sur une équation aussi simpliste que le revenu personnel pour prétendre dans une 
quelconque suprématie des REER ?  Or, bâtir de nouveaux programmes d’épargne retraite 
(RVER & RPAC) sur des mythes financiers démontre ni plus ni moins qu’une 
méconnaissance totale de la réalité fiscale. 

Comment cela se fait-il que nous n’écoutions pas les commentaires d’autres fiscalistes bien 
connus tels que Claude Laferrière, Yves Chartrand, Jamie Golombek, Doug Carroll ou 
encore de l’institut C.D. Howe, qui confirment, tous, qu’il est totalement faux de croire que les 
taux d’imposition des contribuables seront NÉCESSAIREMENT moindre à la retraite ? 

En fait, tout dépend des éléments que l’on inclut dans le fameux calcul du taux d’imposition. 
Peut-on s’en tenir exclusivement aux taux d’imposition que je qualifie de directs, soit les 
fameux six (sept à partir de 2013) paliers d’imposition ? Ne faudrait-il pas tenir compte de la 
réalité fiscale des retraités d’aujourd’hui et englober les impacts sur le Supplément de 
Revenu Garantis (SRG), les crédits en raisons de l’âge (Féd & Prov), ceux pour revenus de 
retraite (Prov), pour personne vivant seule, pour frais médicaux, pour maintien à domicile des 
personnes de plus de 70 ans, le crédit solidarité, la TPS ainsi que les cotisations à la RAMQ, 
au FSS ou encore la contribution santé ? 

Alors que l’on parle de plus en plus des TEMI, soit les Taux Effectifs Marginaux d’Imposition 
et des courbes de M. Laferrière, ne serait-il pas temps, d’avouer, publiquement, les 
risques d’obtenir un taux d’imposition plus élevé à la retraite ? 

Or, ne faudrait-il pas dire, ouvertement, que les personnes qui percevront les plus faibles 
rentes du RRQ seront les plus pénalisés par le RVER ? Pourquoi inciter les contribuables 
à contribuer dans des régimes (RVER, RPAC et RRQ) qui seront pleinement imposables à 
leur retraite alors que, pour une grande proportion des contribuables visés par le RVER, il 
serait plus avantageux d’investir, tout simplement, dans le CELI ? 

Alors que les statistiques de 2005, révélaient, clairement, que 64% des retraités du secteur 
privé avaient un revenu inférieur à 20,000$ et que seuls 12% pouvaient compter sur un 
revenu supérieur à 40,000$, comment peut-on cacher l’impact possible du retrait des REER 
& RVER sur le SRG ainsi que sur les autres mesures socio-fiscales énumérées 
précédemment ? 

Déjà, juste à voir et à comprendre les courbes de M. Laferrière, il est facile de constater que 
très peu de retraités du secteur privé pourront obtenir des TEMI inférieurs à 38.4% et même 
à 44% dans le cas des célibataires. 

 



 

  

Bien sûr certains diront qu’il est possible d’avoir, en 2012, un TEMI inférieur à 38% entre 
16,512$ et 25,817$ de revenus autonomes. Sauf que pour profiter de ce « faible » taux de 
30%, ne faut-il pas, tout d’abord, traverser la zone affichant des taux supérieurs à 50% ! 

Puisque cette courbe de M. Laferrière ne présente que les revenus dits autonomes, excluant 
la Prestation de Sécurité du Revenu (PSV) et que la rente maximale du RRQ en 2012 était 
de 11,840$, c’est donc dire que les premiers 4,672$ (16,512$-11,840$) de revenus 
imposables rencontreront, alors, des taux exorbitants. Si nous prenions les revenus 
imposables et que nous calculions les TEMI, tranche par tranche, nous pourrions déterminer 
le TEMI moyen pondéré que les contribuables seraient le plus susceptible de rencontrer à 
leur retraite.  



Transformons donc, tout d’abord, la courbe de M. Laferrière pour tenir compte des différents 
paliers d’imposition et ajoutons la Prestation de Sécurité de Vieillesse (PSV) puisqu’il s’agit 
d’un revenu imposable et que toutes les planifications de retraite en tiennent compte. 

 

La seule différence entre ce tableau et la courbe de M. Laferrière, c’est que je n’ai pas tenu 
compte de la bonification du SRG, bonification qui, sous un revenu autonome de 5,000$ fait 
grimper le TEMI d’un autre 25%. Car la rente moyenne du RRQ se situe au-delà de ce 
montant et nous nous en tiendrons à ces contribuables qui auront un revenu autonome 
provenant de la RRQ et des RVER supérieurs à 5,000$, c'est-à-dire supérieur à 11,511$ de 
revenus imposables, en y ajoutant la PSV. 

Pour profiter pleinement des taux (TEMI) les plus faibles, le revenu imposable optimal pour le 
célibataire de 65 ans devait se maintenir sous un seuil de revenus imposables de 32,328$ en 
2012. En considérant la PSV de 6,511$ et une rente maximale de 11,840$ provenant de la 
RRQ, c’est donc dire qu’il reste un revenu imposable de 13,977$ (32,328$ - 6,511$ - 
11,840$) qui subira, tranche par tranche, différents impacts fiscaux. 

Le tableau suivant, présente, tranche par tranche, les pourcentages des impacts socio-
fiscaux réels. De ce tableau, nous pouvons, dès lors calculer un TEMI moyen et pondéré. 
Pour les célibataires ne bénéficiant d’aucun régime médical collectif et ayant des frais 
médicaux de 1,500$, le TEMI le plus faible serait alors de 45.8%. Pour être beau joueur, il 
serait possible de dire que les célibataires qui auraient la possibilité de ne pas cotiser à la 
RAMQ après 65 ans, se retrouveraient, quant à eux avec un taux minimal de 44.4% ! 



Cependant, la majorité de ces contribuables bénéficient, en fait, d’un bon régime de retraite 
et n’auront donc pas à composer avec le RVER ! 

Tableau présentant les différents paliers d’imposition entre les montants provenant des 
régimes public (PSV & RRQ Max) et le seuil de revenu imposable de 32,328$. 

 

Je dis bien le taux (TEMI) minimal, car si nous remplacions le montant de la rente maximale 
du RRQ par la rente moyenne d’environ 6,700$ pour les hommes, nous nous retrouverions 
alors avec un TEMI moyen pondéré de 55,2% ! 

Or, même pour obtenir une économie socio-fiscale d’au moins 44.4%, un célibataire devait, 
en 2012 (voir premier tableau), avoir soit un revenu supérieur à 85,414$ ou soit se retrouver 
dans la zone de revenus située entre 35,642$ et 49,397$.  Comme je ne crois pas que le 
RVER ait été pensé pour ceux qui gagnent, actuellement, plus de 85,414$ et que ceux 
gagnant, aujourd’hui, un revenu inférieur à 50,000$ n’obtiendront ni la rente maximale du 
RRQ, ni une économie fiscale supérieure à 45.4%, les probabilités sont très faibles qu’ils 
puissent bénéficier d’un TEMI inférieur à la retraite !!! 

Pour les couples, les TEMI moyens pondérés seront toujours plus faibles puisque la tranche 
de revenu portant des taux (TEMI) supérieurs à 50% sera presque toujours plus restreinte 
que pour les célibataires et que les TEMI resteront toujours sous la barre du 65%.  

Commençons donc, comme précédemment, avec la situation idéale, soit pour le couple 
bénéficiant d’une rente du RRQ presque maximale pour chacun des deux conjoints. Si les 
rentes des deux conjoints totalisent plus de 21,839$, comme dans l’exemple ci-dessous, il 
sera possible, de retirer des REER dans une zone ne portant qu’un TEMI de 20% et d’éviter 
TOTALEMENT, les TEMI de 50% et plus. Ceci n’est possible que si le revenu imposable, 
incluant la PSV et les rentes dépasse le seuil limite de 34,861$ (en 2012) où le couple obtient 
un revenu trop élevé pour avoir droit au SRG ! 

Tableaux simplifiés présentant les différents paliers d’imposition en fonction du montant de la 
rente et du revenu imposable retiré. 

 

1820 536 2110 206 8672 633
67,36% 68,36% 84,96% 80,51% 30,51% 33,51%

RRQ max RRQ moy RRQ max RRQ moy

Revenu imposable tota $39 084 $39 084 Revenu tot $55 000 $55 000

RRQ $23 656 $11 508 RRQ $23 656 $11 508

PSV $13 021 $13 021 PSV $13 021 $13 021

Retrait REER $2 407 $14 555 REER $18 323 $30 471

Taux pond Taux pond Taux pond Taux pond

Taux de 60% 0% 0% 71% 43% 60% 0% 0% 34% 20%

Taux de 20% 100% 20% 29% 6% 20% 13% 3% 14% 3%

Taux de 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 69% 29% 41% 18%

100% 20% 100% 48% 35% 18% 6% 11% 4%

100% 38% 100% 45%



Ainsi, pour un revenu de rentes totalisant  23,656$ (sur un max de 23,680$ !) il serait 
possible, pour un couple n’ayant besoin que d’un revenu de 39,084$, de ne retirer que 
2,407$ de ses REER et de profiter d’un TEMI de seulement 20% - la totalité de son retrait se 
situant alors dans la zone de TEMI minimale. 

Pour les couples, il y a deux zones de revenus imposables où les TEMI peuvent être 
minimalisés, soit pour un revenu FAMILIAL imposable maximal de 39,084$ ou pour un 
revenu FAMILIAL se situant entre 51,688$ et 80,200$ en 2012. 

Encore là, il est possible de consulter soit la courbe #320 de M. Laferrière ou mon propre 
graphique, ci-dessous. 

 

Tel que mentionné précédemment, les couples de retraités (âgés de 65 à 69 ans) bénéficiant 
de rentes du RRQ supérieures à 21,293$ ne sont plus éligible au SRG et pourraient donc 
profiter d’une zone où le TEMI ne serait que de 20%. Or, ce taux de 20%, n’a rien à voir avec 
l’impôt direct, mais tient compte exclusivement de l’incidence sur 3 mesures socio-fiscales : 
soit la cotisation à la RAMQ qui augmente, le remboursement de la TPS et le crédit solidarité 
qui baissent.  Mais pour profiter de ce taux minimal en 2012, le revenu imposable devait se 
situer, précisément, entre 34,861$ et 38,213$. 

Nous pourrions donc dire que pour les couples bénéficiant de la rente maximale du RRQ et 
ne retirant qu’un revenu imposable situé sous 39,084$ que pour eux, le RVER serait très 
avantageux. Sauf que, pour bénéficier de telles rentes, ceci implique qu’ils auraient obtenu 
des revenus familiaux de carrière de plus de 100,000$ ! Encore une fois, je ne crois pas que 
ceux-ci représentent la clientèle qui aurait le plus besoin du RVER ! 



Or, si nous prenions, cette fois, une rente qui ressemble davantage à la rente moyenne du 
RRQ en 2012, soit aux environs de 6,700$ pour les hommes et 4,300$ pour les femmes, 
nous nous retrouverions, cette fois avec un TEMI de l’ordre de 48%, puisque, tout comme 
pour le célibataire, une plus grande proportion du revenu imposable fait face à des TEMI 
supérieurs à 50%. 

Entre les deux, nous pourrions, bien sûr, déterminés d’autres TEMI. Ainsi, en considérant le 
revenu médian des ménages de deux personnes et plus, soit d’environ 75,000$, il serait 
possible d’obtenir des rentes totalisant près de 18,000$, ce qui amènerait le TEMI pondéré 
minimal à 39.3%  

Pour obtenir ce 39,084$ de revenus de retraite, il faudrait, en fonction d’un taux de 
remplacement du revenu de 60%, que le couple ait, avant la retraite, un revenu familial 
d’environ 65,000$. Ceci porterait, alors, le TEMI à un taux pondéré de 42.6%. 

En retirant un revenu imposable de 55,000$ (tableau de droite) au lieu de 39,084$, il serait 
possible d’obtenir des TEMI de 38% et de 45% selon le montant total des rentes perçues.  

Ce que nous découvrons grâce à ce tableau simplifié, c’est que même pour un couple, du 
moins pour la moyenne des couples visés par le RVER, il sera difficile, pour ne pas dire 
impossible, d’obtenir un TEMI inférieur à 38.4% à la retraite ! Or, pour les couples sans 
enfants mineurs, combien peuvent, véritablement, bénéficier d’économies fiscales d’au moins 
38.4% via les REER et les RVER? En 2012, il fallait soit que le couple gagne moins de 
45,170$ soit que l’un des deux ait un revenu personnel supérieur à 42,707$ !  

Avouons, cependant, que le couple qui gagne présentement moins de 45,000$, ne recevra, 
fort probablement pas la rente moyenne du RRQ. En fait, leurs rentes combinées ne 
dépasseront, généralement pas, les 10,600$ de rentes. Or, ils ne pourront pas, non plus, 
retirer le montant optimal de 39,084$, car ce revenu correspondrait à un taux de 
remplacement de leurs revenus actuels de 87% !  En  considérant un revenu correspondant à 
70% de ce revenu de 45,000$, nous nous retrouverions plutôt avec un revenu de retraite 
maximal de 31,500$, revenu qui ferait passer le TEMI pondéré à 53.3% !   

Est-ce à dire que le RVER n’a été pensé que pour les couples qui pourront retirer plus de 
51,000$ à la retraite et qui retireront la rente maximale du RRQ ? Or, même là qu’arrive-t-il 
pour le conjoint qui gagne moins de 42,707$ ? Ce n’est certainement pas avec une économie 
fiscale de 28.5% ou de 29.5% en considérant les crédits pour frais médicaux, que cette 
personne pourrait dire que le RVER est avantageux pour elle !  

Car faut-il le rappeler (voir graphique précédent) le taux de 32.5% dans la tranche de revenu 
commençant à 51,688$, indique qu’il existe un impact sur le crédit en raison de l’âge de 3% 
et sur la cotisation au FSS de 1%. Pour le conjoint gagnant, actuellement, moins de 42,707$, 
le TEMI, à la retraite, sera donc plus élevé d’au moins 4% ! 

Outre les ménages avec enfants mineurs, les couples qui auront un revenu de retraite 
supérieur à 51,688$ seront à peu près les seuls ménages qui pourront, vraiment, bénéficier 
d’un TEMI inférieur à la retraite ! 



J’aimerais émettre un autre bémol : ce beau taux de « seulement » 32.5% pour les revenus 
de retraite supérieurs à 51,688$ en 2012, n’existe en fait, que jusqu’à l’âge de 69 ans. À 
compter du 70e anniversaire une portion des revenus de retraite qui dépassent, en 2012, 
53,465$, fait face à un impact supplémentaire de 3% relié au crédit pour maintien à domicile 
des personnes de 70 ans et plus. Dans les faits, au-delà de 70 ans, il faudrait considérer qu’il 
sera impossible, même pour ces couples qui bénéficieront d’un revenu supérieur à 51,688$, 
d’obtenir un TEMI inférieur à 36.5% !!! 

Quel beau gâchis ou plutôt quel beau mensonge que le RVER ! Tout cela, tout simplement 
pour réduire, quelque peu, les frais de gestion des REER actuels. Mais, en fait, ce que l’on 
élimine, principalement, c’est le coût relié à la rémunération du conseiller financier ! Ce que 
les gouvernements disent donc, implicitement, c’est que les contribuables n’ont aucunement 
besoin des services d’un spécialiste qui pourra mieux les guider financièrement et 
fiscalement ! C’est comme de dire qu’il est toujours avantageux de payer le moins cher 
possible pour tous les produits et services et qu’en plus, tout à coup, les citoyens 
possèderaient toutes les informations nécessaires pour prendre, d’eux mêmes, les meilleures 
décisions financières et fiscales ! 

Il n’y a pas si longtemps, certaines personnes disaient, suite au scandale Norbourg : mais 
comment cela se fait-il que personne n’a rien vu ? Qu’attendons-nous pour ne pas que se 
reproduise un tel questionnement de la part des contribuables et qu’ils rejettent 
complètement tout le blâme, encore une fois, sur les conseillers et planificateurs financiers ?  
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