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Monitoring the performance of
Mandatory Provident Fund schemes

Hon Martin LIAO Cheung-kong (Oral reply)

Under the Employee Choice Arrangement (commonly
known as “Semi-portability”) which has been
implemented since last month, employees may transfer
the accrued benefits derived from their contributions to
the Mandatory Provident Fund (“MPF”) schemes to the
MPF schemes operated by the trustees they prefer.
Some members of the public have relayed to me that
they were perplexed and confused as there are many
MPF schemes and types of funds available for their
choices in the market. They worry that they may
wrongly choose those MPF schemes with poor
investment performances. However, apart from
providing a comparison table on the fund expense ratios
of various MPF schemes, the Mandatory Provident
Fund Schemes Authority (“MPFA”) has all along not
provided information on the comparison of the
investment performances of various MPF schemes.
Instead, the Consumer Council published a research
report in October this year regarding the fees and rates
of return of MPF schemes. Moreover, some other
members of the public have also relayed to me their
wish for more investment options offered by MPF
schemes, so as to increase the returns. In this
connection, will the Government inform this Council:

€)) whether it knows why MPFA has all along not
provided information on the comparison of the
investment performances of MPF schemes;
whether MPFA will publish such kind of
information on a regular basis, so as to assist
employees and employers in making smart
choices; whether it knows if MPFA will



(b)

(©)

establish a monitoring mechanism to urge the
trustees to improve the investment performances
of the MPF schemes they manage, such as
requiring  trustees with  continued poor
investment performances to submit reports and
issuing warnings to them, and considering
cancellation of the registration of the trustees
concerned if there is no improvement despite
repeated warnings; if so, of the details; if not, the
reasons for that;

given that some members of the public have
pointed out that the non-MPF funds under quite
a number of fund investment companies have
good investment performances, but the MPF
schemes managed by these companies as
trustees, with similar fees charged, have poor
investment performances, whether it knows if
MPFA has conducted studies on the aforesaid
situation; if no such study has been conducted,
of the reasons for that; if such studies have been
conducted, of the outcome, and if such a
situation does exist, whether MPFA has
requested the trustees concerned to give an
account for that; and

whether the Government will consider reforming
the MPF schemes to provide more portfolios and
modes of investment for members of the public
to choose, such as allowing members of the
public to use their contributions as down
payment for buying properties or for taking out
medical insurance; if it will, of the details; if not,
the reasons for that?



