
Retail Distribution Review  -  Problems & Solutions 
 
 
The Problem 
 

The Retail Distribution Review (RDR) appears to offer solutions to matters which the FSA has 
identified as problematic within the industry. 
 
The FSA believes that the measures set out in the RDR proposals will provide for greater 
consumer confidence and engagement with the industry. 
 
 
What is planned? 
 

1. That all advisers attain the QCF4 qualification level by 31st December 2012. 
 

2. That commission be removed from all investment and pension products by 31st December 
2012. 

 
3. That the industry continues to absorb stale complaints by virtue of the 15-year longstop 

defence being denied them.. 
 

4. That the definition of ‘independent’ be altered from the current workable and well 
understood version to one of dire complexity. 

 
 
What will be the outcome? 
 

Consumers will suffer substantial and unprecedented detriment due to the unintended 
consequences.  
 
A substantial portion of the adviser population will leave the industry.  Various surveys have been 
conducted and whilst there is no consensus on the figures it is obvious that adviser numbers will 
fall drastically.  
 
- Robin Stoakley, Head of Intermediary Business at Schroders said, 

 

 “II  ddoo  sseeee  uupp  ttoo  3300  ppeerr  cceenntt  ooff  tthhee  IIFFAA  mmaarrkkeett  lleeaavviinngg”. 
- 
 

AVIVA Life marketing director David Barral has said the firm predicts by 2013 IFA numbers 
will fall to 10,000 in total as advisers fail to comply with RDR changes, leaving middle-market 
consumers unserviced. 
 

- Shaun Crawford, head of insurance advisory at Ernst & Young; 
 

 “TThhee  FFSSAA’’ss  RReettaaiill  DDiissttrriibbuuttiioonn  RReevviieeww  wwiillll  hhaavvee  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  eeffffeecctt::  OOff  aa  ppooppuullaattiioonn  ooff  
oovveerr  3300,,000000  aaddvviisseerrss,,  mmaannyy  iinndduussttrryy  ccoommmmeennttaattoorrss  aarree  eexxppeeccttiinngg  aatt  lleeaasstt  aa  tthhiirrdd  ttoo  lleeaavvee  
bbyy  22001122”. 

 

- 
 

 
Figures provided by Matrix-Data Solutions (in June 2010) showed there were 32,000 advisers 
in 2008.  However, this plunged to 30,198 in 2009 and currently stands at 28,714 

 

- 
 

 
A study by Oxera during May 2010 showed that a quarter of advisory firms could leave the 
market. 

 
- 

 
Deutsche Bank commented; 
 

 “DDwwiinnddlliinngg  IIFFAA  nnuummbbeerrss  iinn  tthhee  lleeaadd  uupp  ttoo  tthhee  iimmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  RRDDRR  wwiillll  hhaavvee  aa  
ddrraammaattiicc  eeffffeecctt  oonn  tthhee  UUKK  lliiffee  iinndduussttrryy..    IItt  wwiillll  hhaavvee  aa  nneeggaattiivvee  eeffffeecctt  oonn  nneeww  bbuussiinneessss  
vvoolluummeess  ffoorr  iinnssuurreerrss..    TThheerree  hhaass  bbeeeenn  iinndduussttrryy  ttaallkk  ooff  3300%%  oorr  eevveenn  5500%%  ooff  IIFFAAss  eexxiittiinngg  
tthhee  iinndduussttrryy  ppoosstt  22001122,,  wwhhiicchh  iiss  nnoott  iimmppoossssiibbllee.” 

  



- David Cox at Suuqea stated; 
 

 
 

 “TTwwoo  mmiilllliioonn  cclliieennttss  ccoouulldd  bbee  lleefftt  wwiitthhoouutt  aann  IIFFAA  aafftteerr  RRDDRR  ––  4400%%  ccoouulldd  lleeaavvee  tthhee  
iinndduussttrryy.” 

 
If the adviser population falls by around 1/3 this will leave millions of consumers without an 
adviser.  Some will migrate to other advisers but many will be left without a trusted source of 
advice.  Please note that the advisers who deal with the smaller investments of the typical 
everyday client are the ones who are most impacted by the proposed changes. 
 
The UK currently suffers from the largest savings, retirement and protection gaps in its history.  It 
is essential that these gaps, and the current over-reliance on the state, are reduced.  The UK can ill 
afford to lose 10,000 advisers, a catastrophe that will intensify the existing problems.  
  

 
Why are advisers leaving the industry in droves? 
 

EEXXAAMMIINNAATTIIOONNSS  
  

Existing authorised and qualified practitioners are being forced to achieve a QCF4 qualification by 
31 December 2012.  Failure will result in their permissions to trade being revoked. 
 
The FSA states that the existing base-line is set too low.  The current exams were set up by the FSA 
back in 1997 when it was known as the Personal Investment Authority (PIA).  Since then the FSA 
has mandated that to operate in certain advice areas, identified as higher risk, an adviser must 
take additional specific examinations. 
 
Thorough research has been conducted involving every chartered body in the UK.  Each body was 
asked whether, when it upgraded entry-level qualifications, existing practitioners were required 
to undertake the revised qualifications.  Every one of the professional bodies confirmed that 
existing practitioners are exempted from any re-qualification requirements. 
 
Each professional body was then asked whether existing practitioners were required to upgrade 
their skill-sets in some manner.  Every body, apart from that representing the teaching profession, 
confirmed that a programme of continuous professional development (CPD) was mandated.  
 
Financial advisers already operate such a system.  
 
Perhaps, more pointedly, there is a counsel’s opinion that the FSA does not possess the legal ability 
to remove a practitioners permission to trade purely because of moving the goalposts.  This is 
both a restraint of trade and a clear breach of the Human Rights legislation. 
 
 
CCOOMMMMIISSSSIIOONN  RREEMMOOVVAALL  

 

The FSA has maintained that commission creates product bias where different products pay 
differing rates of commission.   The FSA also suggested that commission created provider bias due 
to providers offering different commission rates. 
 
During 2002 the FSA commissioned Charles River Associates to undertake an in depth survey 
which assessed the incidence and level of such bias.   The survey offered the following conclusions; 
 

X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
X 

““TThhee  aaddvviiccee  mmaarrkkeett  iiss  nnoott  rriiddddlleedd  wwiitthh  bbiiaass””  
  

““TThheerree  iiss  nnoo  ddeetteeccttaabbllee  bbiiaass  oonn  rreegguullaarr  pprreemmiiuumm  pprroodduuccttss””  
  

““TThheerree  iiss  nnoo  eevviiddeennccee  ooff  aannyy  pprroovviiddeerr  bbiiaass  iinn  eeiitthheerr  tthhee  SSttaakkeehhoollddeerr  ppeennssiioonn  oorr  tthhee  nnoonn--
SSttaakkeehhoollddeerr  ppeerrssoonnaall  ppeennssiioonn  rreeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss””  
  

““DDeessppiittee  aanneeccddoottaall  eevviiddeennccee  tthhaatt  ssoommee  IIFFAAss  aanndd  IIFFAA  nneettwwoorrkkss  ddoo  ttaakkee  aaddvvaannttaaggee  ooff  



tthheeiirr  ppoossiittiioonn  ttoo  rreeccoommmmeenndd  pprroodduucctt  tthhaatt  yyiieelldd  tthheemm  tthhee  ggrreeaatteesstt  ccoommmmiissssiioonn,,  tthheerree  iiss  
lliittttllee  ssiiggnn  tthhaatt  tthhiiss  iiss  hhaappppeenniinngg  oonn  aa  llaarrggee  ssccaallee””    
 

The report then explained why commission exists and why it is beneficial in stimulating the sale of 
product solutions to consumers. 
 
 ““TThhee  lleevveell  ooff  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  ccaann  bbee  sseeeenn  aass  aa  mmaarrggiinn  tthhaatt  pprroovviiddeerrss  ppaayy  ttoo  iinntteerrmmeeddiiaarriieess  

ffoorr  ddiissttrriibbuuttiinngg  tthheeiirr  pprroodduuccttss..    OOnn  tthhee  ffaaccee  ooff  iitt,,  pprroovviiddeerrss  hhaavvee  ttoo  ppaayy  tthhiiss  mmaarrggiinn  oouutt  
ooff  tthheeiirr  ttoottaall  ccoossttss,,  aanndd  oonnee  wwoouulldd  eexxppeecctt  ttoo  ffiinndd  tthhaatt  lleevveellss  ooff  cchhaarrggeess  aanndd  ccoommmmiissssiioonnss  
ppaaiidd  bbyy  ddiiffffeerreenntt  pprroovviiddeerrss  aarree  ssttrroonnggllyy  ccoorrrreellaatteedd..    IIff  tthhiiss  iiss  tthhee  ccaassee,,  tthheenn  hhiigghheerr  
ccoommmmiissssiioonnss  wwoouulldd  bbee  aassssoocciiaatteedd  wwiitthh  ccoonnssuummeerr  ddeettrriimmeenntt..    WWee  kknnooww  ooff  nnoo  
qquuaannttiittaattiivvee  rreesseeaarrcchh  ddeemmoonnssttrraattiinngg  tthhiiss  ttoo  bbee  tthhee  ccaassee,,  hhoowweevveerr..””  
  

““TThhee  rroollee  ooff  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  iinn  ssttiimmuullaattiinngg  tthhee  ssaallee  ooff  ssaavviinnggss  pprroodduuccttss  mmaayy  bbee  ssoocciiaallllyy  
bbeenneeffiicciiaall  iinn  tthhee  ccuurrrreenntt  UUKK  ssiittuuaattiioonn,,  bbeeccaauussee  mmaannyy  ccuussttoommeerrss  aanndd  ppootteennttiiaall  
ccuussttoommeerrss  aarree  tthhoouugghhtt  ttoo  mmaakkee  iinnssuuffffiicciieenntt  ssaavviinnggss””  
 

During 2004 Charles River Associates was asked by the Association of British Insurers (ABI) to 
undertake research into adviser remuneration.  The subsequent report, published in February 
2005, made the following observations; 
 
 ““NNoo  eevviiddeennccee  ooff  bbiiaass  bbeeiinngg  pprreevvaalleenntt  aaccrroossss  tthhee  aaddvviiccee  mmaarrkkeett””  

  

““NNoo  eevviiddeennccee  ooff  bbiiaass  ttoo  oovveerr--sseellll””  
  

““NNoo  eevviiddeennccee  ooff  pprroovviiddeerr  bbiiaass  oonn  rreegguullaarr  pprreemmiiuumm  pprroodduuccttss””  
 

The results therefore reinforced the conclusions from the earlier research.  Charles River 
Associates was moved to comment on the viewpoint that commission is deleterious. 
 
 ““WWee  tthheerreeffoorree  ccoonncclluuddee  tthhaatt  tthhee  pprroobblleemmss  ooff  ppeerrcceeppttiioonn  aarree  ggrreeaatteerr  tthhaann  tthhee  rreeaalliittyy””  

 
The FSA envisages a world where consumers negotiate a fee with their adviser with the option for 
the fee to be taken from the investment contribution.  Charles River Associates offered an opinion 
on the fee-based approach. 
 
 ““OOnnee  ooff  tthhee  mmooddeellss  tteesstteedd  wwaass  aa  ffeeee  bbaasseedd  mmooddeell  --  wwee  ccoonncclluuddeedd  tthhaatt  tthheerree  wwaass  nnoo  

eevviiddeennccee  tthhaatt  aarrttiiffiicciiaallllyy  mmoovviinngg  ttoo  ssuucchh  aa  rreeggiimmee,,  ttoo  tthhee  eexxcclluussiioonn  ooff  ccoommmmiissssiioonn,,  
wwoouulldd  lleeaadd  ttoo  bbeenneeffiittss  ssiinnccee  ccoonnssuummeerrss  cchhoooossiinngg  ttoo  ppaayy  oonn  aa  ffeeee  bbaassiiss  ddoo  nnoott  rreecceeiivvee  
bbeetttteerr  aaddvviiccee  tthhaann  tthhoossee  ooppttiinngg  ffoorr  aa  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  bbaassiiss..””  

  
  
WWiillll  tthhee  rreemmoovvaall  ooff  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  bbeenneeffiitt  ccoonnssuummeerrss??  
  

Many independent commentators have considered this.  A selection of their comments is shown 
below. 
Simon Badley, Director at Aviva stated 
  

 “IIff  ppeeooppllee  ccaann’’tt  ppaayy  vviiaa  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  tthheenn  yyoouu  hhaavvee  ttoo  cchhaarrggee  tthheemm  ffeeeess,,  aanndd  tthhee  mmaassss  
mmaarrkkeett  aarreenn’’tt  tthhee  ccuussttoommeerrss  wwhhoo  ppaayy..    OOuurr  rreesseeaarrcchh  sshhoowwss  tthheeyy  wwaanntt  ttoo  ppaayy  lleessss  tthhaann  
££110000..””  

  
TThe UK’s leading consumer champion, Martyn Lewis at MoneySavingExpert, remarked;;  

 

 ““TThheerree’’ss  aa  wwoorrrryyiinngg  ppoossssiibbiilliittyy  tthhaatt  tthhee  FFSSAA  iiss  aabboouutt  ttoo  kkiillll  ooffff  iinnddeeppeennddeenntt  ffiinnaanncciiaall  
aaddvviiccee  iinn  tthhee  UUKK  ffoorr  aallll  bbuutt  tthhee  wweeaalltthhyy..      II  ddoo  hhooppee  II’’mm  wwrroonngg..  II’’mm  nnoott  ccoonnvviinncceedd  mmoosstt  



ppeeooppllee  wwiillll  wwaanntt  ttoo  ppaayy  ffoorr  aaddvviiccee..      TThhee  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  rroouuttee  hhaass  tthhee  aaddvvaannttaaggee  tthhaatt  yyoouu  
ddoonn’’tt  ppaayy  aa  ffeeee  eeaacchh  aanndd  eevveerryy  ttiimmee  yyoouu  wwaanntt  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn;;  yyoouu  ccaann  ggoo  wwiitthhoouutt  tthhee  
wwoorrrryy  ooff  llaayyiinngg  oouutt  ccaasshh..”” 

 
John Chapman, ex Office of Fair Trading, opined; 
 

 “TThhee  iimmpplliiccaattiioonn  tthhaatt  sseelllliinngg  ccaann  bbee  rreeppllaacceedd  bbyy  aann  ““aaddvviiccee  pprroocceessss””  iiss  mmiisslleeaaddiinngg  ssppiinn..    
TThhee  FFSSAA  iittsseellff  ccoommmmeennttss  tthhaatt::  ““EEvveenn  ffeeee--bbaasseedd  aaddvviisseerrss  mmaayy  ffiinndd  iitt  eeaassiieerr  ttoo  ccoolllleecctt  aa  
ffeeee  iiff  tthheeyy  rreeccoommmmeenndd  tthhaatt  tthhee  ccoonnssuummeerr  uunnddeerrttaakkeess  aa  ttrraannssaaccttiioonn””  ((JJuunnee  22000099  CCPP  
0099//1188))..    WWiitthh  ddaauunnttiinngg  ddrraawwbbaacckkss  aanndd  ddoouubbttffuull  bbeenneeffiittss,,  aaddvviisseerr  cchhaarrggiinngg  sshhoouulldd  bbee  
ddrrooppppeedd.” 

 
Otto Thoresen, CEO at Aegon, is unequivocal, 
  

 “TThhee  RRDDRR  iiss  oonnllyy  hheellppiinngg  wweeaalltthhyy  ccuussttoommeerrss” 
 
A Financial Times survey showed that, 
 

 “6644%%  ooff  rreessppoonnddeennttss  ssaaiidd  tthhaatt  tthhee  oovveerraallll  ccoosstt  ooff  aaddvviiccee  wwiillll  rriissee  aass  aa  rreessuulltt..” 
 
Peter Hargreaves, founder of Hargreaves Lansdown suggested’ 
 

 “TThhee  rreevviieeww  iiss  lliikkeellyy  ttoo  bbee  bbaadd  ffoorr  tthhee  eennttiirree  rreettaaiill  iinnvveessttmmeenntt  iinndduussttrryy.”  
 
Even the Financial Services Consumer Panel admitted, 
 

  “FFiinnaanncciiaall  aaddvviiccee  wwiillll  bbee  lleessss--wwiiddeellyy  aavvaaiillaabbllee  ppoosstt--RRDDRR..” 
 
 
Lack of a 15-year longstop 
 

The Limitation Act 1980 was debated and passed by Parliament.  It was accepted that there 
needed to be a cut-off point, a balance between the interests of consumers and of firms.  Fifteen 
years was decided upon, although latterly there has been discussion about reducing this period to 
ten years. 
 
Financial advisers enjoyed the protection of the 15-year longstop until it was summarily removed 
by the FSA in December 2001.  The FSA argued that as the Financial Services & Markets Act 2000 
did not specifically state that a longstop defence applied then it must have been Parliament’s 
intention to not allow it. 
 
The FSA cannot override statute yet it has held firm to this view and denied the industry a 
legitimate defence against stale claims.  The initial RDR consultations implied that the FSA was 
minded to ‘officially’ introduce a longstop and an overwhelming majority of respondents were in 
favour, however the FSA has pulled back stating that such a move would not be in the interest of 
consumers. 
 
The FSA’s solitary argument is that the long-term nature of financial advice precludes the 
reintroduction of the longstop.  This argument is fatally weakened when one considers the other 
‘long-term’ occupations which do benefit from a longstop defence - Doctors, solicitors, barristers, 
politicians, regulators, architects, builders, civil engineers, etc. 
  
  
  
What is ‘independent’? 
  

The consumer has come to recognise that there are two types of financial advice – independent 
and everything else.  They realise that ‘independent’ means that the adviser is legally the agent of 
the client whereas any other type of advice means that the adviser is legally the agent of an insurer 
or other institution. 
 
The FSA undermined the foundations of this distinction when it introduced the concept of de-



polarisation.  Like many such measures this was claimed to be for the benefit of consumers by 
offering greater choice.  In reality it clouded matters to the extent that consumers became 
confused as to the provenance of the advice. 
 
The new idea, espoused by the RDR, is that unless an adviser is able to advise across the whole of 
the advice/product market then he cannot use the ‘independent’ title.  However, an adviser who 
works for or who is contracted to one or more insurers, can use the ‘independent’ label as long as 
he/she offers advice across the spectrum of products.  Many advisers specialise in one area, such 
as pensions or estate planning and will therefore lose the status of independent financial adviser 
even though they are able to use every provider in the marketplace. 
 
A survey by services provider threesixty found that 48% of their members would consider losing 
their ‘independent’ tag in order to continue providing their current range of services.  Threesixty 
director David Ingram declared,   
 

  “II  tthhiinnkk  iitt  iiss  aa  ggrreeaatt  sshhaammee  tthhee  FFSSAA  hhaass  ppuutt  tthheemm  iinn  aa  ppoossiittiioonn  wwhheerree  ttoo  ddoo  tthhaatt  tthheeyy  
aarree  ggooiinngg  ttoo  lloossee  tthhee  bbrraanndd  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  bbuuiilltt  uupp  oovveerr  tthhee  yyeeaarrss  aass  IIFFAAss..””  

 
The confusion that is sure to abound will serve to weaken the confidence of the consumer and 
further reduce the scope for resolution of the savings, retirement and protection gaps.  A fatal 
reversal of the RDR’s intended outcomes.  
  
  
WWhhaatt  iiss  tthhee  ccoosstt  ooff  aallll  tthhiiss??  
  

The FSA’s original cost benefit analysis suggested a figure of £500m.  
 
Janet Walford OBE, respected editor of Money Management magazine for over twenty years, 
stated’ 
  ""II  aamm  nnoott  ppaarraannooiidd  eennoouugghh  ttoo  bbeelliieevvee  tthhaatt  tthhee  FFSSAA  hhaass  aa  hhiiddddeenn  aaggeennddaa  ttoo  ddoo  aawwaayy  

wwiitthh  ssmmaallll  IIFFAAss,,  bbuutt  tthhee  llaaww  ooff  uunniinntteennddeedd  ccoonnsseeqquueenncceess  mmaayy  wweellll  mmeeaann  tthhaatt  tthhiiss  wwiillll  
bbee  tthhee  rreessuulltt..    TThhiiss  iiss  eessppeecciiaallllyy  tthhee  ccaassee  wwhheenn  sseett  aalloonnggssiiddee  tthhee  mmyyrriiaadd  ooff  ootthheerr  
pprrooppoossaallss  tthhaatt  aarree  ccoossttiinngg  ssoommee  ££443300  mmiilllliioonn  ttoo  sseett  uupp,,  wwiitthh  oonnggooiinngg  ffeeeess  ooff  ££4400  
mmiilllliioonn  ppaa  tthheerreeaafftteerr,,  aa  mmiinndd  bboogggglliinngg  aammoouunntt  ooff  ccaasshh..”” 

 
Ernst & Young was moved to comment; 
 

 “TThhee  bbaann  oonn  ccoommmmiissssiioonn  aanndd  iittss  rreeppllaacceemmeenntt  wwiitthh  aaddvviisseerr  cchhaarrggiinngg  aalloonnee  wwiillll  bbee  hhuuggeellyy  
eexxppeennssiivvee  aanndd  ddiissrruuppttiivvee  ffoorr  tthhee  iinndduussttrryy..    IItt  iiss  oouurr  vviieeww  tthhaatt  tthhee  ccoossttss  ttoo  tthhee  iinndduussttrryy  ((££440000  
mmiilllliioonn  oonnee  ooffff  aanndd  ££4433mm  pp..aa..  oonnggooiinngg))  ooff  sshhiiffttiinngg  ttoo  aann  aaddvviisseerr  cchhaarrggiinngg  mmooddeell  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  
ggrroossssllyy  uunnddeerreessttiimmaatteedd..  IItt  eessttiimmaatteess  tthhaatt  aann  iinnvveessttmmeenntt  ooff  cclloossee  ttoo  ££550000mm  wwiillll  bbee  sshhaarreedd  
aaccrroossss  tthhee  iinndduussttrryy  bbyy  22001122  ––  ssttaaggggeerriinngg.” 
 
Ernst & Young has been proved correct because since then the FSA has published a revised cost 
benefit analysis where the cost has vaulted to an astonishing £1.7 billion. As with any increase in 
costs it will be passed on to consumers.  
  
  
  
WWhhaatt  aarree  tthhee  aalltteerrnnaattiivveess??  
  

  
Qualifications 
  

Simple logic, and an awareness of the impact on both consumers and financial advisers, dictates 
that the FSA should adopt a strategy similar to all other professional bodies.  This would involve 
upgrading the entry-level requirements but allowing existing practitioners to continue using 
focused CPD.   This relatively simple adjustment will avoid a large number of existing practitioners 
with, in many cases, thirty years experience, from retiring early or otherwise being railroaded out 



of the industry.  This will also save an indeterminate but considerable sum of money. 
  
Commission 
 
The Charles River Associates research has removed the FSA’s ability to claim that commission 
caused bias so now they admit that they are combating perception as much as reality. During 
November 2009 the FSA’s Sheila Nicoll commented 
 

 
 

“WWee  wwaanntt  ttoo  rreemmoovvee  tthhee  iinnfflluueennccee  ooff  pprroodduucctt  pprroovviiddeerrss  oovveerr  tthhee  rreemmuunneerraattiioonn  ooff  
aaddvviisseerrss  aanndd  eennssuurree  tthhaatt  tthhee  ppeerrcceeppttiioonn,,  aanndd  iinnddeeeedd  rreeaalliittyy,,  ooff  bbiiaass  iiss  rreemmoovveedd..” 

 
The FSA’s Peter Smith subsequently admitted, 
 

 ““PPrroodduucctt  bbiiaass  wwiillll  ssttiillll  bbee  ppoossssiibbllee  wwiitthhiinn  tthhee  mmaarrkkeett  bbuutt  II  ddoo  nnoott  tthhiinnkk  iitt  iiss  aa  ffeeaattuurree  
ooff  tthhee  rreessttrriicctteedd  cchhaannnneell,,  II  tthhiinnkk  iitt  iiss  aa  ffaacctt  ooff  lliiffee..”” 

 
Facts: Charles River Associates state that ‘perception of bias’ is the problem. The FSA believes that 
the seismic RDR proposals will combat ‘perception of bias’ and then admit that ‘bias’ is a fact of 
life. 
 
When asked whether the RDR proposals would work, Peter Smith confessed that the FSA has no 
contingency plan if customers refuse to pay for advice after the Retail Distribution Review is 
implemented. 
 

 “WWee  aarree  ttrryyiinngg  ttoo  aacchhiieevvee  aa  mmaarrkkeett  wwhhiicchh  aalllloowwss  mmoorree  ccoonnssuummeerrss  ttoo  hhaavvee  tthheeiirr  nneeeeddss  
aanndd  wwaannttss  aaddddrreesssseedd..  IIff  ccoonnssuummeerrss  ssttiillll  ddoo  nnoott  wwaanntt  ttoo  eennggaaggee  wwiitthh  iitt  tthheenn  wwee  
pprroobbaabbllyy  wwiillll  hhaavvee  ttoo  ddoo  ssoommeetthhiinngg  eellssee.” 

 

  
It can be seen that the FSA is experimenting. Unlike laboratory experiments this one impacts on 
millions of consumers lives and on the 30,000 or so IFAs who service these consumers. 
 
Consumers should be allowed to choose whichever method of paying for advice and products they 
deem most appropriate. Reducing consumer freedom whilst pretending to empower them is 
brazen. 
    
15-year longstop 
 

No civilised society singles out a group of citizens for special treatment. The fact is, the FSA has 
denied advisers the right to a legitimate defence without the sanction of parliament or 
consultation with the industry. 
 
Advisers rights should be restores forthwith 
  
Independent 
 

The FSA has already weakened the independent brand by deploying its ‘depolarisation’ initiative. 
The latest proposals will effectively kill off the meaning of independent leaving the consumer so 
confused that he will reduce even his current level of interaction. Confusing the consumer is never 
a good way of persuading him to engage with the industry and the FSA should leave matters alone. 
 
Ideally they should reverse the travesty that is depolarisation, but one step at a time. 
 


