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Madam President, 
I would like to first declare my interest. The company which I work for has financial interests in one of the major MPF service providers in Hong Kong.
This motion refers to MPF management fees as being "relatively high", and it says that the returns are "less than satisfactory". 
I am not sure if all MPF service providers would agree with these statements. I believe that on average, MPF charges are lower than those of mainstream unit trusts or mutual funds, which often have front-end charges as well as various annual fees. As for investment returns, it is important to remember that the MPF is a long-term retirement savings vehicle. It is not intended to produce the sort of high, short-term returns associated with more risky investments.
However, I do agree with this motion's basic assumption that there may be scope for more efficiency, flexibility and transparency in the MPF system. We must remember that this is a compulsory system, and the members of the MPF schemes have a right to expect the best standards of value, service and performance.
One of the features of our MPF structure is that the employer chooses the MPF service provider on behalf of all his employees. In some ways, this is more convenient for everyone. Employees do not have to research on the different service providers, and employers only have to deal with one service provider.
Recently, however, we have been hearing a lot of demands from employees to be allowed to choose their own MPF service provider, just as they can already choose which sort of fund to invest in. 
I believe it would be worth considering this idea. It would encourage employees to compare different providers in terms of service and performance, and it would give the MPF service providers a greater incentive not only to keep their fees down, but also to be more transparent about their fee structure.

But there would be some potential problems. It might make administration more complicated for employers. That is something we would need to address. Also, some MPF members might want to switch service providers quite a lot. That would push up costs and the costs will be transferred to the employers, and it would also possibly increase their exposure to risk. MPF members would have to take more responsibility in choosing service providers and managing their investments in a sensible way.
I am not saying this is a bad thing. It would be good if workers take full interest in studying different investment options. But the MPF Schemes Authority, employers and those of us in the industry would probably need to work together to ensure that people are informed and educated if necessary.
The bottomline, Madam President, is that giving MPF members more choice would increase competition, and that would benefit them.
Madam President, I would just like to end with a comment which I overheard earlier. One of our Members here mentioned that there were only 19 providers, and only four providers controlling about 80% of the market share.
One Member suggested that we should introduce more competition. The fact of the matter is that we started with almost 30 providers, but the MPF business is a very heavy-loaded front-end business, every provider invests a lot. Today, I can tell you that it is a business of scale, so even if you want to invite 10 members to come in, no one is prepared to invest that kind of money and time. So, unfortunately, it is a business which needs to be of a very large scale, with a very large pool of employees. So, I am afraid you are not going to be able to attract any more investments into the MPF. We have already currently 19 service providers, it is a very saturated market already. Thank you.
