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Re: Consultation Paper on Enhancements to Product Highlights Sheets Requirements 
and the Complex Product Framework 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The Investment Company Institute (ICI)1 appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the 

Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS) consultation on the enhancements to the product 

highlights sheet (PHS) and the complex product framework (“Consultation”).2  

ICI’s mission is to strengthen the foundation of the asset management industry for the ultimate 

benefit of the long-term individual investor. Our members have significant experience and 

expertise in serving more than 120 million retail investors with US$50 trillion in assets under 

management in jurisdictions around the world, including in the United States, Singapore, Japan, 

Australia, the United Kingdom, and the European Union. These investors rely on regulated 

investment funds to achieve important financial goals, including saving for retirement and 

education.  

ICI welcomes MAS’ effort to review the PHS requirements and the complex products framework 

in Singapore to adapt to the evolving market dynamics and retail investors’ preferences. To 

 

1 The Investment Company Institute (ICI) is the leading association representing the global asset management 

industry in service of individual investors. ICI members are located in North America, Europe, and Asia and 
manage fund assets of US$50.0 trillion, including mutual funds, exchange-traded funds (ETFs), UCITS, closed-end 
funds, unit investment trusts (UITs) and similar funds in these different jurisdictions. ICI has offices in Washington 
DC, Brussels, and London. 

2 Consultation Paper on Enhancements to Product Highlights Sheet (PHS) Requirements and the Complex 

Products Framework, 1 July 2025, available at https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/consultations/2025/cp-on-
enhancements-to-phs-requirements-and-complex-products-framework.    

https://www.ici.org/
https://form.gov.sg/6862412207b1778e82aeed14
http://www.ici.org/
https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/consultations/2025/cp-on-enhancements-to-phs-requirements-and-complex-products-framework
https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/consultations/2025/cp-on-enhancements-to-phs-requirements-and-complex-products-framework


Letter from Investment Company Institute    

 

ici.org 2 of 9 

 

better accomplish the goal of facilitating investors’ understanding of the features of investment 

products, we strongly recommend that MAS take the step to generally classify all authorised and 

recognised collective investment schemes (CIS) as “non-complex,” and only classify a limited 

group of CIS with alternative strategies or specific features that are not typical for retail funds 

as “complex.” We also recommend a more balanced approach to the use of colour indicators 

and introductory statements in PHS for complex and non-complex products.  

We strongly support that fund managers should continue to retain the flexibility in determining 

the key information to be disclosed in the PHS. In line with this, we recommend that MAS allow 

fund managers to retain the flexibility in determining the presentation of the fees and charges, 

including whether to use a diagram, as long as the presentation of fees and charges is clear and 

fair.   

Further, we recommend that MAS provide a longer transition period for fund managers to 

implement the proposed changes to PHS requirements and the complex product framework to 

ensure a smooth transition and meaningful implementation. 

Below please find our response to certain questions MAS raised in the Consultation.  

Part I Enhancements to the PHS:  

Question 1: MAS seeks views on the proposal to amend the PHS template to display a yellow-

coloured heading band across the top of the first page of the PHS, bearing the words “PRODUCT 

HIGHLIGHTS SHEET” as a default. 

Response: 

ICI welcomes MAS’s review of the PHS framework and its efforts to explore ways of making the 

document more effective and useful for investors. The goal of prompting investors to engage 

with key product information is important, and we support MAS’s intent to improve the visibility 

and clarity of the PHS. 

As MAS describes, non-complex products are generally understood by the average retail 

investor. The aim of the PHS should be to provide clear, factual information about the nature of 

the risks rather than creating a perception of undue risk or discouraging investment. We 

recommend against applying a yellow heading band to these products. Such a yellow-coloured 

heading band may inadvertently signal caution where it may not be warranted and could dilute 

the visual impact of any colour-coding applied to complex products, where the objective is to 

draw heightened attention. 

https://www.ici.org/
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In line with this, we also suggest using a more neutral language for the proposed introductory 

statement for the PHS for non-complex products. We offer further recommendations on revising 

the proposed introductory statement in our response to Question 4.  

Question 2: MAS seeks views on the proposal to introduce the use of a red-coloured heading 

band across the top of the first page of the PHS, bearing the words “PRODUCT HIGHLIGHTS 

SHEET” for PHS of specified investment products (“complex products”). 

Response: 

ICI welcomes MAS’s efforts to strengthen the PHS requirements for complex products, 

recognising that these products often involve more intricate structures, strategies, and risks that 

require investors to engage more deeply with the information provided. Enhancing the visibility 

and clarity of disclosures for complex products is an important step toward supporting informed 

decision-making when investors purchase these products. While we agree with the objective of 

prompting heightened attention, we believe this can be achieved more effectively without the 

potential deterrent effect of a red heading band. 

While we understand the intention behind using a red heading band to convey attention, we 

recommend using a yellow heading band instead. A yellow band is more likely to prompt careful 

review without creating the “stop” signal effect that a red band often conveys. Red can function 

as a strong deterrent, potentially discouraging investors from considering products that may, in 

fact, be suitable for their needs. 

We also recommend revising the proposed introductory statement for PHS for complex 

products. We offer further recommendations on revising the proposed introductory statement 

in our response to Question 4. 

Question 3: MAS seeks views on the proposal to require the disclosure of the investment 

strategy and fees payable in the form of diagrams for the PHS of CIS (excluding REITS), and 

ILP sub-funds. 

Response:  

ICI appreciates MAS’ efforts in enhancing the presentation and layout of information in the PHS 

for more effective communication with investors on key features and risks of the investment 

products. Information on fees and charges should be presented in a manner that is clear and 

easy to understand. We recommend that MAS allow fund managers to retain the flexibility in 

determining the presentation of the fees and charges, including whether to use a diagram, based 

https://www.ici.org/
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on a fund’s specific circumstances, as long as the presentation of fees and charges is clear and 

fair.   

In addition, the proposed diagram in the PHS template for CIS, as currently contemplated, may 

cause investor confusion on the impact of fees and charges on returns. The proposed diagram 

presents the initial fees and recurring charges of a fund as a deduction from an investor’s initial 

investment in a fund while assuming no investment returns. This presentation may be 

misinterpreted by retail investors as an illustration of expected negative investment returns over 

a given period, rather than the impact of fees and charges on the value of investing in a fund for 

a certain period.  

If MAS decides to proceed with the requirement for a diagram, in order to avoid investor 

confusion, we suggest that the example diagram in the PHS template focus only on the projected 

fees rather than the projected value of the investment, and that MAS clearly indicate that the 

diagram in the PHS template is an illustrative example only. 

Question 4: MAS seeks views on the proposed simplified and standardised introductory 

statements to be included for all redesigned PHSes. 

Response: 

ICI recommends that MAS use a more neutral and balanced language for the introductory 

statements for the PHS for non-complex products and complex products. Such an approach will 

better ensure that the PHS fulfils its purpose as an informative document and supports investor 

engagement without inadvertently deterring appropriate investment.  

As MAS describes, non-complex products are generally understood by the average retail 

investor. In this context, we suggest revising the proposed introductory statement for the PHS 

for non-complex products, which currently states, “You should not purchase the [type of 

securities] if you do not understand the nature of an investment in [type of securities], our 

business or are not comfortable with the accompanying risks.” For non-complex products, this 

phrasing may come across as unnecessarily prohibitive. A more neutral tone could better ensure 

that the PHS fulfils its purpose as an informative document and supports investor engagement 

without inadvertently deterring appropriate investment. A possible alternative could be:  

“This is a non-complex product. You should review this PHS, the offer documents, 

and associated materials carefully to understand the nature of the product and its 

risks, and to assess whether it is suitable for your investment objectives and risk 

tolerance.” 

https://www.ici.org/
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This language maintains MAS’s objective of encouraging careful investor review while aligning 

with its own recognition that non-complex products are generally understood by retail investors 

and ensuring the PHS remains a tool for informed decision-making rather than a deterrent. 

Likewise, we recommend revising the proposed introductory statement for PHS for complex 

products. The current wording states: “This is a COMPLEX product (see page 2). You should not 

purchase the [type of securities] if you do not understand the nature of an investment in [type of 

securities, our business or are not comfortable with the accompanying risks.” This language, 

paired with a red header, risks creating a “poison label” effect that is more prohibitive than 

informative. The purpose of the PHS should be to clearly inform investors about the nature of 

the complexity and the associated risks, while encouraging them to make a considered decision 

based on their own circumstances, rather than discouraging them from the outset. 

We suggest a more balanced but assertive formulation of the introductory statement in PHS. A 

possible alternative could be:  

“This is a complex product. You should review this PHS, the offer documents, and 

associated materials carefully to understand the nature of the product and its 

risks, and to assess whether it is suitable for your investment objectives and risk 

tolerance.”  

This could further be paired with suitability language such as:  

“If you are not familiar with this complex product, consider obtaining professional 

advice before investing in this product.” 

This approach preserves investor choice while making clear that complex products carry a 

higher degree of risk and uncertainty. It also aligns with MAS’ broader objective of improving 

investor understanding and complements MAS’ proposed distributor obligations to highlight 

complexity, provide the PHS, encourage review and advice where appropriate, and record 

investor acknowledgment. 

Question 9: MAS seeks any other suggestions on how the redesigned PHS for respective 

investment products as set out in Annex B1-B8 can be made more readable and useful for 

investors.  

Response:  

https://www.ici.org/
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ICI appreciates that MAS stated in the proposed PHS templates that notes and examples in the 

templates are not intended to be exhaustive. We strongly support that fund managers should 

continue to retain the flexibility in determining the key information to be disclosed in the PHS.  

Nevertheless, we note that information such as current fund size and top ten holdings of the 

fund, as currently cited as examples under the section “What is the investment strategy of the 

[product]?” in the proposed PHS template for CIS, often changes over time. Thus, such 

information may not be practical for inclusion in the PHS. Also, certain language in the PHS 

template may not be suitable for all funds. For example, it may not be appropriate for a fund to 

indicate a single expense ratio under the section “What are the characteristics of the [product]?” 

if it has different expense ratios for various share classes. To avoid confusion, we recommend 

MAS to clarify in the PHS templates for CIS that these examples are “illustrative examples,” and 

fund managers may determine which key information to disclose in the PHS. 

Further, we recommend MAS to remove “distributors” from the example diagram under the 

section “Who are you investing with?” As MAS described, this section will include key parties 

involved in the structure of the product. Given that distributors are not a party involved in the 

operation of a fund, including “distributors” in the diagram may cause investors confusion on 

the role of distributors. 

Question 16: MAS seeks feedback on a transition period of six months from the effective date 

of legislative amendments for financial institutions to implement the PHS requirements. 

Response:  

ICI recommends that MAS provide fund managers with a minimum transition period of twelve 

months rather than the six months proposed. A longer transition period would give global fund 

managers sufficient time to ensure a smooth transition and meaningful implementation. 

Updating PHS content to align with the new requirements will require changes that entail close 

coordination across legal, compliance, marketing, and operations teams in multiple time zones, 

as well as working with external service providers. The additional time would allow global fund 

managers to carefully review and adapt current templates and workflows, implement systems 

changes and conduct staff training, and test new processes to ensure accuracy, consistency, 

and investor usability. 

By allowing twelve months for implementation, MAS would give global fund managers the 

opportunity to adopt these important enhancements thoughtfully and effectively, thereby 

ensuring the PHS delivers maximum value to investors from the outset. 

https://www.ici.org/
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Part II: Review of the Complex Products Framework 

Question 17: MAS seeks views on amending the current terms used for classifying products 

from “EIP” and “SIP” to “non-complex products” and “complex products” respectively, in the 

relevant MAS Notices. 

Response:  

ICI supports MAS’ proposal to replace the “Excluded Investment Products” (EIPs) and “Specified 

Investment Products” (SIPs) terminology with “non-complex products” and “complex products,” 

as this is more intuitive for retail investors. At the same time, we believe the classification 

framework should be implemented in a way that is proportionate and practical. Specifically, we 

strongly recommend that MAS generally classify all authorised and recognised CIS as “non-

complex” products, reserving the “complex” classification for a limited subset of CIS that adopt 

alternative strategies or contain specific features that are not typical for retail funds. 

This approach is consistent with the strong support of the asset management industry 

expressed in response to MAS’ November 2021 Consultation Paper on Proposed Changes to 

Complex Products Regime,3 and would better help retail investors distinguish the features 

between a traditional CIS and products with non-traditional features.  

Authorised and recognised CIS are an established, well-regulated class of investment products 

subject to the robust requirements in the Code on Collective Investment Schemes (CIS Code), 

including rules on permissible investments, diversification, concentration limits, and restrictions 

on derivatives exposure. These requirements have been effective in ensuring these regulated 

funds are generally appropriate for retail investors and have proven effective in practice. As such, 

retail investors are already familiar with authorised and recognised CIS, which often form a part 

of their investment portfolios and long-term investment strategies.  

Against this backdrop, the general classification for authorised and recognised CIS should be 

“non-complex” for retail investors, with MAS retaining the flexibility to identify and designate 

certain CIS as “complex” if they incorporate alternative strategies (e.g., hedge fund–like 

approaches) or other less typical features such as extensive use of leverage. This approach 

 

3 Consultation Paper on Proposed Changes to Complex Products Regime, 3 November 2021, available at 

https://www.mas.gov.sg/publications/consultations/2021/consultation-paper-on-proposed-changes-to-complex-
products-regime.  

https://www.ici.org/
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would strengthen the ability of Singapore’s complex product framework to adapt to evolving 

market conditions, while ensuring that investors have access to a broader range of 

professionally managed investment products that meet high regulatory standards.  

Such an approach would also promote greater consistency with international practices, thereby 

reinforcing Singapore’s role as an international asset management hub. For example, in Europe, 

UCITS are designed for, and widely regarded as suitable for, retail investors under the EU 

regulatory framework. Similarly, in Hong Kong, funds authorised by the Securities and Futures 

Commission (SFC) under the Code of Unit Trusts and Mutual Funds are generally classified as 

“non-complex,” with certain exceptions. Greater alignment with other major jurisdictions in 

recognizing the suitability of regulated funds for retail investors would help avoid confusion 

among retail investors in Singapore when they invest in both onshore and offshore regulated 

funds, while ensuring they continue to benefit from robust protections embedded in both 

products.  

As MAS considers the criteria for designating certain CIS as “complex” for retail investors, we 

recommend that MAS take into consideration whether a recognised CIS meets the regulatory 

requirements for retail investor distribution in its home jurisdiction. In cases where a recognised 

CIS meets the requirement for offering to retail investors in its home jurisdiction, such CIS should 

retain the general non-complex classification in Singapore.  

Further, as it relates to the use of derivatives, the general non-complex classification for CIS 

should not be restricted to certain purposes, such as hedging and efficient portfolio 

management. This approach will allow CIS to have greater flexibility in using derivatives in ways 

that are beneficial to investors. Uses of derivatives benefit regulated funds, and by extension the 

funds’ investors, in many other ways, for example, managing interest rate risk and duration, 

enhancing the liquidity profile of a fund, and gaining or reducing exposures to certain asset 

classes (including when access by other instruments is difficult, costly, or practically 

impossible). We recommend that CIS should be explicitly able to retain the non-complex 

classification as long as it meets the limit on derivative exposure stated in the CIS Code, or in 

cases of recognised CIS, the limit of derivative exposure in their home jurisdictions.  

Finally, the criteria under which a CIS would be classified as a complex product should be clearly 

communicated by MAS to financial institutions (including fund managers and distributors) to 

promote the consistency of interpretation and application, ensuring that both the industry and 

retail investors have a clear and consistent understanding of the classification framework. 

https://www.ici.org/
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Question 28: MAS seeks comments on whether the proposed six-month transition period, 

starting from the effective date of the amended Notices, is sufficient to implement the new 

requirements for the Complex Products Framework. 

Response: 

ICI recommends that MAS provide fund managers with a minimum transition period of twelve 

months rather than the six months proposed. A longer transition period would give global fund 

managers sufficient time to ensure a smooth transition and meaningful implementation. To align 

with the new requirements under the updated complex product framework, changes to current 

global fund managers’ processes will entail close coordination across legal, compliance, 

marketing, and operations teams in multiple time zones, as well as working with external service 

providers. The additional time would allow global fund managers to carefully review and adapt 

current templates and workflows, implement systems changes and conduct staff training, and 

test new processes to ensure accuracy, consistency, and investor usability. 

By allowing twelve months for implementation, MAS would give global fund managers the 

opportunity to adopt these important enhancements thoughtfully and effectively, thereby 

ensuring the PHS delivers maximum value to investors from the outset. 

* * * 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Consultation. We welcome 

continuing this dialogue with you. If you have any questions, please contact me at 

tracey.wingate@ici.org.   

 

 

Sincerely,  

/s/ Tracey Wingate 

 

Tracey Wingate 

Head of Global Affairs 

Investment Company Institute 
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