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CF Introduction
22

JaR—TaF T4 HERBINEZRIZOVTERT 5, RIBEHIC
BlY. ComFrame DEHRE, £HA F U RIZTDNT, FAKR— 3
FTUTaNERAIN, IAIC DIFRE, BHEE. SEREFUENEZEESL
5LEDRHTHD

We welcome the explicit reference to proportionality. We recognize that
proportionality would be applied on every standard and guidance of the
ComFrame in line with this provision and the size, complexity and
business characteristics will be taken into account.

CF5.2.a

SEOBERICEVTIE, BEEEEA VN\—HEERS 32D
CEREANCH L., BAEEXEOREBEROD b—hBHonf-C &
(X, BEOMBERECHE LI DE LTEETES, =120,
CF5.2.a.1 I, #YIigEE N & LT, BfHR A o N\—EL AIZENE
EOMREZITTHS BRI ZDELTDLISLGRELLEH>TNS,
IAIGS SBEIZH (T HEE (UNURED 10%BLERELSNDINVR) Z#F
Z25E BEMEESRABELVTOERIZET S TEE] % IAIG
DEFFEREA VN—ZFIZ TEANIZ] ROZDITBETHS,
mis&REE LT MEBMIZ) BEL T3 #RIR—XTHEREL
TLWhIERY B3 DEEZDND,

We welcome the revisions made, deleting the explicit requirement of
experience on international business of each member of the board.

The revised CF5.2.a.1, however, still appears to require, if implicitly,
Board members to each have not only knowledge but also “experience” on
international business and processes, as a prerequisite to competence to
fulfil their role.

Given the criteria used in identifying IAIGs (i.e. the percentage of gross
premiums written outside the home jurisdiction is at least 10% of the
group’s total gross written premium), it is excessive, if not prohibitive, to
disqualify an individual Board member simply for failing to have had the
experience on international business and processes personally. A board can
very well fulfill its role where its members are sufficiently experienced
"collectively™ and otherwise competent “individually.” A confirmation on
our view would be deeply appreciated.

CF72a

FIEZINTWNS5EIZDOVNT, TRFIhDEEFRRZHRNIZTT
CEFROONGEWVNEDTHEH EEFERLT-LY,

Please clarify that this standard requires these 5 bullet points to be
considered, but does not require explicit reporting of consideration
process.

CF7.2b1

CF @ Introduction @ 21 |2 TCF A4 # V RIEWLWHELEHETT
DTIEHL, | ERBBINTWNDS, REXTHEINEEBEBIEHS
FUORELTOMEMITTHST=6. Tshouldinclude] & DEREKIE

lmayinclude] &9 %M. TTREZEHD AN, IhbIIRoni
WV EEBXITRETHD,

As described in paragraph 21 of the ComFrame Introduction, that
ComFrame guidance “does not represent any requirements”, the list of
issues to be included in the strategy is provided as a guidance. Therefore,
we suggest revising "should include" to “may include” or "may include,
but not limited to".

CF7.3bh.1

BLITIL—TROEHDEADN, BLIT) 7 THEUDEEEZITHOT
WBIBEHE. REREBODT, HHTIL—TEHD TS XD
TIWN—TEHDIA FRIZKEDURHEEBICEET 508, J)IL—7
2HRELTHRTLETATRADEEEZRIFTEDTELLY,

Ff-, ABBARICEZTNIHNEHIDOLIBIZERMELAS < . BEH I
EHITH-TH, TOEARICE>THABHROES E LTIHE

In a competitive environment, it is always possible that the same
development could be positive for an entity but negative for another within
the same group (for example, when both entities are engaged in a similar
business in the same jurisdiction). However, such developments may not
necessarily be negative for the group as a whole.

Also, conflict of interest should be decided on a case by case basis. Even a
case is included in the example, such case may not necessarily be a
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PTr0WLDHLEEN S ATHE
DXEIFHIBFTRE,

HMHSDT-6. [Forexample...] LAFF

ORA (7L —20)] 1
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conflict of interest case depending on the situation. identical Example
Therefore, we suggest deleting the sentence “For example...” in the
second bullet point.

CF7.3b.2 FIBREREEIZZRAISEEOEMZEFIIELLEEbNE I &M S, | How conflict of interest is dealt with in the respective corporate laws vary
BB RLUSNDBEAOCEANC & DFIHBARIRSIEEHTHELZEZER | among jurisdictions. It would lack flexibility to limit reporting solely to
HRSICBRETADIEENTH D, IEHERIZLDHBEERNEIT the Board, where reporting includes conflict of interest transactions by
A+, B SS, (12 (3 their superiors, the relevant individuals and legal entities other than the Board. Reporting other than to
department. th Ix ¢ ttte) ~DB|ELTEFTRETHE the Board (such as superiors, the relevant department, or the relevant

epartment, the relevant committte ° committee, etc.) should be allowed, if it was not transacted by the Board
member.

CF8.1la JRHEBRATFLDEILICH->TEEZZZNIEBE L TEME | We are concerned that the description on the group-wide risk management
22 LTEIRFNIER DAL 525D B A, 4512 Naws and | System could be interpreted to indicate that strict documentation is
regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates.] DRNE%XE required with regard to the items listed in this standard. In particular, it is

- = . P , 77, | not practical to require documentation of "laws and regulations of the
\ N ki i > —
tyosce (iiﬁ%%ﬁ(i& l'r\° E"'f = 30)15? é’—{c ET MHA—7 jurisdictions where the IAIG operates”. It is more appropriate to require
% (cover) | OTIEFEL, TERICANTY YR T LERET D E | estaplishment of a system that "considers” rather than “covers” these
L= AAEUITIHAELVD, itemns.

CF8.1.c JRIHILFv—4BEETBIZIE. FIL—THOFLaNE M 1= | We think there are various ways to promote a sound risk culture, taking
B DA S ok > TEREAENH D EEZ DB, | intoaccount the differences in the business environment surrounding the
24 H—RELTHI—TF_R—ZD lprocedures) % Ei—kI= 18 entities within the group, their business size, etc. Therefore, requiring a
T4 HDIEEMEBL SBNASHY . procedures) ’éiéill[f%?'%:b\ uniform procedure may inhibit diverse efforts. We suggest to either delete

A 10N R 9 fai "w
- v * | “procedures” or revising the standard for example as follows: "The
® L <I& TThe group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG 10| group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to promote an sound
promote a sound risk culture.] Z EITEXT ERELEZ D, risk culture."
CF8.lc.l ['Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture] | In line with our proposed revision on DF 8.1.c., we suggest revising

[ZDWLTIE CF8.1.c DIEXIZEHE T [lPolicies and procedures for
promoting a sound risk culture] &9 ~RZEF,

R ANFv—%EBRT BICIE. TIL—THAOFEHALAEIN
FIRECSMBRG IS CTRAT 5H5& ’EL?R#‘%Z\E?&“&S
518, XEOREZIC THE., BESIUHERMEICIELT] B
ITRE,

F-. FAHROEANS, YRVEBEICET S L—=0T0YRY
EEEMMADMIMECRZ Y TIIHT A 2T 1 TIFFIRLA
IZTRETHY. mayinclude for example risk management
training, address the issue of independence, and create appropriate

"Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture..." to
"Policies for promoting a sound risk culture...".

We think there are various ways to promote a sound risk culture, taking
into account the differences in the business environment surrounding the
entities within the group, their business size, etc. Therefore, in line with
the nature, size and complexity" should be added at the end of the
sentence.

Further, from the diversity perspective mentioned above, reference to risk
management training, addressing the issue of independence, and creating
appropriate incentives for staff should be referred to as an example. We
suggest revising the guidance as for example follows: " Processes and
procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture may include for
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incentives for staff.] %4 & EEXTE,

example risk management training, address the issue of independence, and
create appropriate incentives for staff."”

CF8.1d

YR EEESTIORSA ZEB L TREMZRIEL . LEITHLTR
BEYZ&Eld, ORSA [EEHIMGERZRO TS ECATHY
(cf.16.8. 16.10.1) . FRZHHETY RV EEEZOREL L [E
W] EITRE,

(BIEZE)

[ - review, at least annually, the group-wide risk management system
~

l

[ - review, on a regular basis, the group-wide risk management system
~

The TAIG’s group-wide risk management system should be examined
through ORSA and reviewed when necessary. Therefore, we suggest
revising the first bullet point as follows: "review, on a reqular basis, the
group-wide risk management system ..."

CF8.2.a

CF @ Introduction [Z[& TIAIG [XRIEMGE L DORERNLGLDE. £
BolANFURETILERL, ComFrame [EWFHDETILEHX
BT 5LDTEEL] CENBEAIATEY., SENGTIL—THE
ERELHFEINTIS LHE,

H-T, RKIEBIE, REA VA —FICREBEINLINEE L TITEFHET
THLDERDN, BEEZOEFREAHI T VALANILOERE L
THXLDTEALD,

ZTDHZETH, RERHI S A T LADREILICH->TEEFEZNDIER
EETHBICXEBIELTENGRTAELGSLGELESITHESD. HIC
lNaws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates. | DA
BEXELTHILEABRENTRHAGL ., FREUZDESIHLHH
THZEZXRRETDONAETEGL, BEREZDIERZXET A
N—F % (cover) | MTIFAL, TBEICANT] SATLEZEE
95 & LIEANBEYTEHELD,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.

Against such premise, we think this part is too detailed to be a standard.
Therefore, the items listed in this standard should be realigned and
presented as guidance.

Even if the list is dealt with in guidance, we are still concerned that this
part could be interpreted to indicate that strict documentation is required
with regard to the items listed. In particular, it is not practical to require
documentation of "laws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the
IAIG operates”. It is also not clear which laws and regulations are subject
to this requirement. Therefore, it is more appropriate to require
establishment of a system that "considers" rather than "covers" these
items.

CF8.2b

IAIG BMA S MNDREHEHN AT LERT HRE LS AICERKE
TUOAS, BIZIE, —Bi. BEESITEDMEICONTIE,
HOZEHEFICIE LT, RRGERAISERININETH D,
-, FEERNEOCRKICEH. EZEHBOFTESTZERFIED
< TEHBI|MEICHRDAEMRH ) OFDEFMICREIRETHY.
MOEEMOEEDERZHRLINETH D,

We have no objection with the requirement on the IAIGs to have an
internal controls system in place. However, flexibility should be allowed
with regard to coherence, completeness and effectiveness of such system,
in line with the legal requirements of the jurisdiction.

Periodic assessment carried out by objective parties should be carried out
only with regard to the effectiveness assessment of Internal Controls over
Financial Reporting taking the current state of local regulations into




——— o

RIEEEEEREME JAIS) @ [TAIGs OEE Do o@EoRHAs (2467 L —2) ] BT 28RIBAES

account. It should also be made clear that materiality principle applies.

CF8.3.c

lare not combined] & #H4H. TDEKMGEABICOVNTHRMELLT
A1z, 2017 F 11 BIZfThnfza HILT—2a vt d da A
VhELT2018E 3 AICIAISHARLIZUTOXEE, A1 5>
AELTEALTUL=ZZEZ LY, The prohibition of combination
should apply to the Key Person in Control Function as well as the staff
supporting a control function. As regards the staff, relevant employees
could work in the same unit, but one person should not be responsible for
supporting two or more function, in order to avoid combination of those
functions.

With regard to the reference on "are not combined”, in order to make clear
what is meant by this reference, we propose to add as a guidance the
following sentences which was presented by the IAIS in March 2018 as
part of the resolution of the consultation on ICP 8 conducted in November
2017: "The prohibition of combination should apply to the Key Person in
Control Function as well as the staff supporting a control function. As
regards the staff, relevant employees could work in the same unit, but one
person should not be responsible for supporting two or more function, in
order to avoid combination of those functions ".

CF84.a

CF @ Introduction [Z1& TIAIG [TEIEMNLZ L DPMENLEDE, B
HBofzHANFURETILEE L., ComFrame [FVWTHDETILEX
BI53DTIEEL] SEMNTBEHINTEY., DHEMNEYTIL—TR
ERELHFBEIN TS LEE,

MOTREVE—FICRRBESNDINARE L TIE, KEGFHMESTED
LOERLN, BEEETDOEMEIAIFUALANILORBHELTH
K LD TIEGE LD,

AIEHEBEIA L FTHHEBLTLSA, DG EImFHT

EICYVRVEEBICHATA|MEZITI] £HHN. DL my
HZEIZ) £ 50FERE, REAMGHERICI>TEEREEZTS
IAIG BMEZ B RV IZEBERIFTELBRIE. ERTRET S
RIFVOCEEZERDY RV TA V8K (RIZ5IZAHCEEERA
i) OERICHESKR— I+ VFADELLTH D, RIEZWLERE
ELEMITE>THRLTWLS=HIC, HlE - AHOERIZHE S
B39 CITHBEITHLEDOTIEGL, —F, H LLFTN L LD
ENFTTRBITZIDTHAIZEMD, URVEBEBLKR—MI—F
[Z—E T+ timely manner T#$H b, LizA>T. Tlatleast
annually | %2 EITEXT HRETHD,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.

Against such premise, we think this part is too detailed to be a standard.
Therefore, the items listed in this standard should be realigned and
presented as guidance.

As mentioned in our comment in the last consultation, it is overly
burdensome for the Head of an IAIG to ensure that the IAIG makes "at
least quarterly" risk management reports. IAIGs operate with a long-term
view. An TAIG’s underwriting and investment strategies which affect an
TAIG’s risk profile and portfolio are developed on a yearly basis. Both
insurance liabilities and asset management apply time dispersion.
Therefore, the affect of strategy change manifest slowly. It can be said that
the risk management reports are provided in a sufficiently timely manner
if they are provided annually. Therefore, “at least quarterly” in the last
bullet point should be revised “at least annually”.

CF8.5.a

P EIMFHATLICE@MTHREZT O] £HHN, FIEBR
QAU PTHEHELEZESY. JYIEMGHRHEMELEDLOND
NETHY. BFHLNEEBELBR THL I D, TEH
BIC] BEICEBXTHIRETHD,

The last bullet point stipulates that the group-wide compliance function
"provides at least quarterly written reports on its activities". As mentioned
in our comment in the last consultation, more decentralised Control
Functions should also be allowed. It is overly prescriptive to require the
group-wide compliance function to provide "at least quarterly" written
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reports on its activities. Therefore, we suggest revising "at least quarterly"
to "reqularly”, for example.

CF8.6.a actuarial activities, functions and risks & (&, actuarial activities, actuarial | We understand that the phrase “actuarial activities, functions and risk”
functions and actuarial risks & LN S SRR CREZEA LV ? 1=, F 015 | indicate “actuarial activities, actuarial functions and actuarial risks”.
£ _ actuarial functions A\ E R 1 D (L5 HER 2757 L TULV3 function If we understand correctly, clarification is necessary that that the plural
DEEEBE LTS ENSERETELA, form “actuarial functions” is premised on decentralised Control Functions.
CF @ Introduction 121X TIAIG IXEEREE DOSHEM I DE. £ | The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
Hot-HNFUREFILEH L. ComFrame (ZWL\FhDEFILE 3 | governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
BT 3LOTEAL CEAREINTEY .. HIEMLS L— T4 | not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
BREELTRINTING & B that ComFrTqme ackowledgﬁs ?(ec;ntralised govderna?c; m%dels. o
i iy e e =~ - . | Against such premise, we think this part is too detailed to be a standard.
> TR, fﬁi b _kl:(_“ E‘E%:‘: < *Lé Wéé L —C'}Eﬁmd— 5 Therefore, the items listed in this standard should be realigned and
:E) 0) &IEIEI\bhs @*%%O)@Fﬁliﬁ ’f 9 ./X l//\)lfo)ﬁaﬁ& L/—C :b presented as gu|dance
FVDTIEZELD It is common in Japan that an insurer's actuarial function is fulfilled
ZDFZAETH, BRIZE W TIXRIEFIEBEEN B ZLD ERFI(Division) | collectively by several divisions, and we recognise that such practices do
[CEE->TRESHHSERE L THEEEZRIBL TSy — XA — %84 not entail problems. Therefore, the ComFrame should clearly state that it
THB. SO& S HHEERIBITHEBRORMBERA L& B L TL % 1= | acknowledges such practices. ,
®. ComFrame . CD& S 1EEED H Y HHBRIZER SN In part.lcular, d.etalle.d requirements on the operations of an IAIG’s
LS. EXESEL LT ac;}tuar]:al funlctu;n will increase the buhrden of the Head of the IAIG.

- . s . . Therefore, clarification is necessary that that, with regard to the IAIG’s
ﬁ‘[‘ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁg(i‘t rﬁﬂ?ﬁ‘ZdEE ERDBIFE IAIG _*_*i®ﬁ$%b\153_ actuarial function, responses based on materiality and simplifications are
DT, FISRIRBIBBEEIC DOV TIEERME(materiality) <5 L3S | g11owed. We would also like to note that the application of the materiality
PEZRMLLROON S EZRARINETH S, B &H. materiality | principle should be clarified for other functions as well.

(SIS =X DBAREIS DWW TIE, OIS OVWTHREKRTH S,

CF8.6.b Finsurance activities] & Tactuarial activities] [2#83Cd = (CF 8.6.a | We suggest revising "insurance activities" in the first bullet point to
C actuarial function A% actuarial activities, functions, and risks @ "actuarial activities" to make it consistent with CF 8.6.a, which describes
overview Z 2t d B LSRR TINBD & EBE LAEWL=8) . that the group-wide actuarial function provides an overview of the

group-wide actuarial activities.

CF8.7.a NEREEEHEBEIZ Tatleast] & LTRIEBEEEZNDAHEERH S | It would be excessive for the group-wide internal audit function to provide
TBEITHY . HEEZEORBIIFITINEIZE EHBRE L5 | itemslisted in this standard as a minimum requirement. Clarification is
B, BIAIE. RHEEOL SIS, REEEBIETIINC, shae | NeCessany that fhese items are merely an example. Forexample,

N Oy | 4B = T = o et accounting audit are not necessarily conducted by the internal audit
Tﬁiﬁb\gfg L T‘%Lt_ﬁf\ ° ?:’Hﬂﬁ £ 1%"_1{%3_%%’/; ;;‘* %;.E_’ 35 function but rather by the external auditing firm from an independent

F.J_' N - = 3-’\ TR 7‘7_’\ 7:'C % d)ﬁ r'ﬂj o LT perspective. Auditing firm may also provide assessments and guarantees.
KT S ENBYLGT—RA6HEH LMD, CFRRDEFEE Also, themes and issues that require audit may be different among entities
DABRIRNTZE—RITREEH L LTREEEHEDEEMERE | from a risk-based perspective. Therefore, as mentioned in the beginning, it
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LTKRDLIDITBEEEZ D,

is excessive to require the internal audit function as the minimum
requirement to conduct audit on the items listed in this standard.

CF8.8.d mall"ZEIR S A, (kR E L EH ZBIROSM TR I AT While we welcome the deletion of “all”, we are still concerned of the
3. 2 TONBEZIZONT—RD Y XY HEEFS = & [L:BEI requirement “tg carry out a per.iodic revigw of the cumulative ri.sks of all
BB & 15 B 1. "outsourced activities DRI BB (material) outsourced activities and functions”, which would be an excessive

- S = requirement. Therefore, “material” should be added before “outsourced
ZEMIRETHD, activities”.

CF9.2.a5 BLELEFHTIEIBSELTEELREROBRLEIC DAY M4azily | Anonymizing is not enough to prevent leakage of information that is
ZEMB, CF9.2.a7 &@E#IZ. Tmportant corporate information that importgnt with regard_ to (_:ompet_ition. Therefore, we suggest adding the
could affect competition with the IAIG's peers should be subject to following sentence in line with CF 9.2a.7: “Important corporate
confidentiality requirements (see ICP 3 — Information Exchange and information that could affect competition with the IAIG's peers should be
Confidentiality Requirements). ] ZBRF <=, subject to confidentiality requirements (see ICP 3 — Information Exchange

and Confidentiality Requirements)."

CF9.2.b IAIG DEXEIE . EM,. B2, HBOBRESMAZEEFEEL | Itisimportant that risk a group-wide assessment of an IAIG take into

=) RO AN THON S S ENEYEE R 516, —EMGEHMEIE
BOBREFITETHY. IRERI TEELC TREIZELT) &5
BIHZLMBEUEERD,

NAIG D BERIEENDRF LOMEEXREZRRT H-ODEXR
D+ - MARTEEYE] FEEEELA/MNIFELTLSDOT, JiL
— T4 FEBEICKLIBLLHFMIEEREL LD, FJIL—TIAF
BEBEEIITN—TR—XORFNEXDFERIKR Z5HHE T 1 IE+5
THH I EMD, BFKEBEEIXCFI203 (FIEER) LREBICHIBRT
BRETHD,

(BIEZE)

[+ the capital adequacy and the availability of capital to meet group-wide
capital requirements as well as the regulatory capital requirements for
each insurance legal entity within the 1AIG; ]

!

[+ the capital adequacy and the availability of capital to meet group-wide
capital requirements; |

F5THITNIE. TIL—T 74 FOEBIZE LT TIAIG ROERHE
READBEH LOFMEERDTRE] NEEli s b & DREEEITS
OICRDESIZTEBETRE,

account their size, complexity, characteristics, and financial soundness.
Therefore, “at least” should be replaced by “as necessary” since a uniform
requirement regarding assessment items is not necessary.

Also, since "the capital adequacy and the availability of capital to
meet...the regulatory capital requirements for each insurance legal entity
within the TAIG” is assessed by supervisors in each jurisdiction, further
assessment by the group-wide supervisor would be a duplication.
Group-wide supervisor should only be required to assess capital adequacy
at the group level. Therefore, we propose to revise this item as follows to
be in line with CF 9.2.b.3: “the capital adequacy and the availability of
capital to meet group-wide capital requirements;” (delete “as well as the
regulatory capital requirements for each insurance legal entity within the
IAIG”)

Alternatively, this item can be revised as follows to eliminate
misunderstanding that the group-wide supervisor assesses the regulatory
capital requirements for each insurance legal entity within the 1AIG: “to
meet group-wide capital requirements, taking into account the regulatory
capital requirements for each insurance legal entity within the IAIG.”
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CF9.2.b.2

(BEX)

[~ to meet group-wide capital requirements as well as the regulatory
capital requirements for each insurance legal entity within the 1AIG; |
l

[~ to meet group-wide capital requirements, taking into account the
regulatory capital requirements for each insurance legal entity within the
1AIG; ]

BE -BETENAEESNA TSI EFRMHRIC LERIBICA T
BN, —ICETOHIAIG [CRBOARERDDZDTIELEL ., 7R
R—>a+ )T DRBIZERL. ICS DKEX ORSA IZH (T 555
BEICIH LT, BE - BicUEABEICHODD2EHROBELHIET S
EAADNBRINDIRETHD,

ZNET, HBEEEENELIEEIZDUNT gone concern DIRRIZH
(TAEEIHEA-HEZIEY 458X BEGAELGLENE
SNIITARETHY .. BEMNTHHLRIESHE K Y LAERMICER
HETENBRRINEIREZETH D,

It is far from appropriate to require a recovery and resolution plans for all
IAIGs in a uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the
requirements on recovery and resolution plans for an 1AIG should be
decided in proportion to its ICS Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in
the ORSA process, etc.

Where a resolution plan is developed for those 1AIGs which demonstrate
sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration,
to prepare for the crisis in a gone concern situation, a relatively simple
plan should suffice as opposed to those 1AIGs which come short of the
qualities mentioned above.

CF9.2h.8

RIRESHITRBEBEEL G, RITEYBERMICO XTI VI URY
[ThENEBRDN, SIFIBESNTLWEMERZ IAIGZSLET
DIAIGIZIH A - TILT oI v LA ERDZDILEFE TIEAL
Mo BIZIE. IAIG D ICS BA—TF LRJLLLTFIZIET L1544 ORSA
ICEWTHICREN RO ONDIEEE. BEEEEICBRENELE:
BEICIRELTCHET 522 ENEYEER D,

As insurers do not have settlement functions, their systemic risk is small
compared to that of banks. Therefore, it would be an excessive
requirement to require macro-prudential analysis for all IAIGs, including
those that have not been designated as SIFIs. Such requirement should
only be considered under a specified condition when concerns on their
financial soundness arise, for example, when an 1AIG's ICS ratio falls
below a certain level, difficulties identified in the ORSA process, etc..

CF9.6.b

EELRN TN ETNOERICE SV TEBRENEE AT 54 T,
EEALyCERALCHEEROBAICIY I —TEEEZME
[CEHDZEEEVD, HRLZEAYREMIODNIEEICIE. &
BEENZDERZEBA THEICSVWTRSICEEREZEDT S
CEDEVNES, BEICERASNDIRETHD,

Each supervisor conducts supervision within their jurisdiction based on
their respective authorities. Supervisors also conduct group supervision
through supervisory colleges in a coordinated manner. Under such
premise, if a joint on-site inspection is conducted, it should be conducted
very carefully so that involved supervisors will not take supervisory
actions beyond their authorities in other jurisdictions.

CF9.6b.1

LY Ja—SavIZTERAA T VRITHEIBRESND I EELE-TLY
=H%, HIRES N TUWWEWNERZEZE LU,

We understood from the resolution of the previous consultation that this
guidance will be deleted. We would like to learn the reason that this
guidance still remains.

CF10.2.a

llikelyto: = - ] LDXEF, BEEEOTELHHREDD LITHED

The phrase “likely to” can be interpreted to mean that the group-wide
supervisor takes measures in an arbitrary manner. To eliminate such
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EESNDELSICHERENS B0, [TIL—TEBEERL. —ED
HARREZERE-ICLEZRAHREL T, LTOHRIZ: - - -] &D

XEZEMINETHD,

ORA (7L —20)] 1

T ERHAER

concerns, we propose to revise the preceding sentence as follows: “The
group-wide supervisor, subject to accountability requirements, requires the
Head of the IAIG to take preventive measures if”.

CF123.a

BB E X, —IZ2TO IAIG IZRHEONBEE RO ZDTIX
B, FAaR—=vaF T ORAZEBERAL. ICS DKEL ORSA
[CHITZREZFICH LT, BENEHE AN D BEHOEE ZHIM
TEEZAFANRRBINIRETH D,

ZNDLET., MBEESELELEHIZDUNT gone concern DIRTIZE
(TAHBERICHEA-HEZIET H5EE. BELGEHEEGLLRLEK
SNIITRETHY .. BEMNT+HHLRERHE KLY LEXMICHER
HEENRBINIRETHD,

It is far from appropriate to require a resolution plan for all IAIGs in a
uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
on a resolution plan for an IAIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.

Where a resolution plan is developed for those 1AIGs which demonstrate
sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration,
to prepare for the crisis in a gone concern situation, a relatively simple
plan should suffice as opposed to those 1AIGs which come short of the
qualities mentioned above.

CFl123al

WHRELEAE OV EE ZEERBE O THEY 5D (F#EY) TEA
WDTERGZEVD, RENGREZRFTATHENT SXE (L#ch
TWBH, EMUATLABRUVRARFICEZ DEBEENLGTE]
ENEELEAD. ) o

Necessity to develop resolution plans should not be decided based on the
number of jurisdictions in which an IAIG operates. Rather it should be
decided based on purely based on the impact of its trouble. As mentioned
in the fourth bullet point, “the potential impact of failure of the IAIG on
the financial system and the real economy” is an important point.

CF123.c

WA IBEE X, —IC2TO IAIG IZRAHDHNERERDZD T
T, TAR=3F )T+ DORBIZBERAL. ICS DKEL ORSA
[2H T HRBEZHITIE LT, BIENEHEICAN ZBEHOEE % I
TEHEZANBRINERETH D,

ZNET, HBFEBEENELVEEIZDUNT gone concern DIRRIZH
(THBEEIHEAFEZIET SIGEIE. BELGAELLGLLGVEL
SNFRETHY. BEUNT T+ LERIERME & Y HEXMICESR

BEENBRENEIRETHD. PIAIEE, BEELABWKEIZHSD
EZICEIRBZED. BEMVBLONLARRENS E o1 L HIbT

SNAHGRICIE, KYEHE (BARN) TLOZERFATLHEVSER
FEEMTH D,

IAIG M S M DREBHR AT LEETIHIRETLVS HIZERIZ
BN, FIZIE, BFHRINEDEEIZDVLTIX, BRESTIL—TD R
TIVIYRIEDEEHES, VAN —OUEEIZELT, 70

It is far from appropriate to require a resolution plan for all IAIGs in a
uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
on a resolution plan for an 1AIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.

Where a resolution plan is developed for those 1AIGs which demonstrate
sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration,
to prepare for the crisis in a gone concern situation, a relatively simple
plan should suffice as opposed to those 1AIGs which come short of the
qualities mentioned above. For example, it is reasonable when an insurer
is in a sound condition required developing only an outline and when the
insurer is considered financial damaged condition required a detailed plan.

We agree that the IAIGs should have in place a management information
system. Operation of such system should be conducted in a proportional
manner. For example, with regard to the frequency of the information
collection, it should depend on the IAIG's systemic importance and the
level of urgency of its recovery. It is generally difficult to produce
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EFH%‘.F%‘#&% (IAIS) @ TTAIGs D&

XD 7= D HE

R—=2aF )T 1 DRANP+ZDICERAEINERETH S,
BIZIFRIRSIZT—2F R A L) —ITHRET D EMN—RMICIE
H#gETHY ., REMICEOFH~1 FEMTOIRBICEFT S EHTE
End, BERINEDOHEE., 34 I VJITDOVTEEBRFRZRFER
F3DETHIRET, HIAIGDHEBICERONEIRETH S,

ORA (7L —20)] 1
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insurance underwriting data on a daily basis. Rather, such data is produced

quarterly or annually. The frequency and timing of the data collection
should reflect the characteristics of the business and decided by each 1AIG.

CF123.c.2

(5 A L) —7RIE3RIZH ) (TDUVT., CF123cICRREDEB Y.
WMINEDHEEIZDODWNWTIE, BREITIL—TDLRATIVvI IR ED
BEMD, VAN —0PBEICELT, FAKR—23FT4D
FRAIA+RICERAINEZRETH D,

Bl Z IERRBIZT—F I8 4 L) —ITIET B 2 EN—MBMICIE
HETHY . WEMNICTMEE~]1 FHATOIREICET L EHTE
SNhbd, EMINEDIEE. 24 I 712DV TIETEBER M ZREZ
3DETERETHD,

&

With regard to the “producing information on a timely basis”, as we
commented on CF12.3.c., the frequency of the information collection
should depend on the IAIG's systemic importance and the level of urgency
of its recovery. It is generally difficult to produce insurance underwriting
data on a daily basis. Rather, such data is produced quarterly or annually.
The frequency and timing of the data collection should reflect the
characteristics of the business.

CF12.7.a

RIRESH DOBIEFNIEIFRDERCEFEDE L, EEMBICE ST
ERYKTSE (0D, RIZELG - TWEHERELTLS) . RE#E(C
FESIN-FEERE. EE LR ORI ETHRORIAR £ DL
ZHES SFSFLERBEDORTEDL S CEENT M (—DODH
BICTRTOERESZHMNEINEET) [2DLVT, FEEMI
ANELEYVICBRT D ENTE, KAEAZDRRNEEETHLD
TIFBEWI EZHERLEL,

The allocation of authorities and responsibilities among different parties
with regard to resolution of an insurer could be different among
jurisdictions and it is our understanding that this is actually the case. We
would like to be confirmed that this draft does not deny the ability and the
discretion of each jurisdiction how it allocates the different functions
related to resolution among different authorities such as supervisors, court,
etc.

CF15.2.b.1

EERXEMICETH5EARALEEDREICET 5EMFIH. BLUE
HEOBEISERA SN HEMMFIRICONT, EMHEHNLGEEZERL
EXEUNDFELEZEZA NSO, TEEHLLEMICIELC T
EBEESNDHINETH D

With regard to the documentation of the specific restrictions that apply to
the transfer of capital assets between jurisdictions, and additional
restrictions that apply in the case of the resolution of a legal entity, taking
possible legal constraints into account, means other than documentation
could be considered. Therefore, the phrase “when material and as
necessary” should be added as follows: “The Head of the IAIG should
document when material and as necessary...”.

CF16.1.b

CF16.1b.1 Tl&, EV RV ATIU—HFEICEBINZDETY
WEMSEH I TULAM, RKIEHIZEEH SN TULVS lcover at least
FEATIV—ZFATRMIZHEICERT 2LELAHDLSICHE
HB=H, UTOXSITEXTRE,

The group-wide supervisor requires the group-wide ERM framework to

CF16.1.b.1 states that each risk category does not have to be managed
separately. However, the phrase “cover at least” in this standard seem to
contradict with the flexibility provided by the guidance. Therefore “cover
at least” should be removed as follows: “The group-wide supervisor
requires the group-wide ERM framework to take into account-ceverat-
feast the following risks and the management of these risks in a
cross-border context”.
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take into account cover at least the following risks and the management of
these risks in a cross-border context:

CF16.1.c.2

ICS2.0 DTHHHEXETHLEROKE RS ITIFROREIRE L
SNTLVS.ICS DHFTEARADKEBAREMRICRHREAD/EL FTIE,
FEEDERFIEFZRLLDETAE,

Fungibility of capital is also discussed in the ICS version 2.0 consultation
document. The implementation of this item should be flexible until
discussion on the fungibility of capital under the ICS moves forward.

CF1l16.6.a

2017 & 11 AICEES =T HHREIZH T B IAIS h o DBREIZHE
H. REBIF, IAIGIZH LT, REDEICEHT 2 EEDHRELE
BAEBEICHET 2E—DO7 TO0—F2RKODDEDTIH G NEE
2, LMLEA S, AXIZIE lestablish and maintain a group-wide

investment policy] EREMLGEFETROONTEY .. BLLHEBRH
BEINdZEERE,

LizA>T. Tf=fZL. FIL—T 74 K- R—XDIBREBKIZEL D
BE—HEIEERDDEDTIFE LS. IAIGADTIIL—TRELEDZE
. BENE. EEERARE. BEANFIIISCTEE., 0T 5
CEVRDD, | EDXEEAREXDREICEBREIRNETH D,

Tz, FBHOEDRRASA VEIZKY, BEDHY AITKREER
bLEEBZOND, &Ko T. KIBEHOAREN. HEFEHLSN (F: 1)
AU BEBAHE) ~ORELBRINEGEL S, BXITRETH S,

Considering the IAIS resolution on the results of the public consultation in
November 2017, we understand this standard does not intend to require
IAIGs to create uniform, IAIG-wide criteria on the quality of asset
investment or to provide a uniform approach to low-quality investments.
However, we are concerned that this standard could be misinterpreted to
provide a specific uniform approach by referring specifically to “establish
and maintain a group-wide investment policy”.

Therefore, we suggest adding the following sentence at the end of this
standard: "However, alternative approaches other than a uniform
group-wide investment policy should be allowed according to factors such
as the nature of businesses, the characteristics of liabilities, asset
management systems, and the financial strength of individual entities
within the IAIG".

Additionally, investment and other policies should vary significantly
depending on the business composition of each entity. Therefore, we
suggest revising these standards to allow for entity-specific policies on
issues other than investment such as risk management.

CF 16.6.b

RIESUOEEREMEE. REXRXHOBRIEBEROZMAR— D
A VA, FLREREICET3EENY— FPBFOBEEZIZKY @
MR ENEZRZTLZDTHY. IAIGIZBIT 52— DEEDHRTE
EDFT LEBETIEBRWEEZEZONDZEMND, TIL—TI4 KX
—ADEBEAHTORIGICRETARAETHLEVWLDEEZ D,
£2T, =L, FIL—T 74 F - R—XDTBREBRIZK BE—
XS ERDDEDTIEE L, IAIGADT IL—TE LD ERE,
BEEY. EEEREDY. BEANFICHRLCTEE. X35 L
1LEBDHD, | EOXNEEZREXDRRITEBRIANETH D,

Tz, BHOEDRRASA VEIZKY, BEDHY AIFKRECER
BLEZOND, Ko T, RIBEOARN. HEFELUSN (F ;1
AV EBHHE) ~DIREILBRIND LS. BXIRETHD,

IAIGs should be allowed to establish their investment policies not only on
a group-wide basis, but also on an entity-by-entity basis. Investment
portfolio liquidity of entities within an insurance group should be
examined on an individual-basis taking into account factors such as their
reinsurance policies and insurance contract portfolios, or major hazards
and governmental involvement in jurisdictions where they operate. It is
not always necessary to create uniform, |AIG-wide criteria.

Therefore, we suggest adding the following sentence at the end of this
standard: "However, alternative approaches other than a uniform
group-wide investment policy should be allowed according to factors such
as the nature of businesses, the characteristics of liabilities, asset
management systems, and the financial strength of individual entities
within the IAIG".

Additionally, investment and other policies should vary significantly

10
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depending on the business composition of each entity. Therefore, we
suggest revising these standards to allow for entity-specific policies on
issues other than investment such as risk management.

CF 16.6.b.1 REESHOBEREMHEEX. FETXSHOBRBEEEALELR— k7 | IAIGs should be allowed to establish their investment policy not only on a
+UA. TEEFEEEIZBTAFENY— KOBFOBEEZEIZX& Y{E | 9roup-wide basis, but also on an entity-by-entity basis. Investment
RIZHRHENIRZLDOTHY. IAIG I2E1T 2 —DEEDSDFE portfolio liquidity of entities within an insurance group should be
EATFLEDBECHENEEZ DNBCEMD. FI—TFT4( KR ex_amined on ar_ ipdividdugl basis taking into acc?ulr_]t factors s_ucr;] as tr;jeir

s ) | et o S o | - reinsurance policies and insurance contract portfolios, or major hazards
—ADERLHTORGIZRET NS TREENLNDEFZ S, and governmental involvement in jurisdictions where they operate. It is
not always necessary to create uniform, IAIG-wide criteria.

CF 16.6.c BEEEDFIRDEFTEL. THVRAR—vDKEDETEZE 4 IL— T | This standard requires an IAIG to set limits to mitigate asset concentration
D4 FOBREAEHDEANTERET D EEFRHTLNSAS, IAIG (= | inits group-wide investment policy. However, IAIGs should be allowed to
BULTIE. IAIC AD Y IL— TR D2eE. aEist. SEEmee | establish _theibr invegtmgnt_po:j:ilgs not olgly ona ﬁrlqup_—wide basis,_ bug algo
= 2t — S EREe - = ~ - ~ | on an entity-by-entity basis. s could set such limits on an entity basis,
’%L ﬁé‘;‘kb%"ﬁ'_ L "y;ﬂi‘ ﬁM‘?‘é '_]_.i: :JE’ %f b'?’é iy &77?\ ? * | depending on factors such as the nature of businesses, the characteristics
J—= - 1 FA—ZRDORATEHTORIGIZRET N E TR of liabilities, asset management systems, and the financial strength of their
LOEEAD. . X . individual group entities.

&F2oT. THEL, TL—TT74 F - R—XOREBEKIZ K HE— | Therefore, we suggest adding the following sentence at the end of this

MEXIEERDDEDTIFE L, IAIG AD T IL—TELD%XEE, | standard: "However, alternative approaches other than a uniform

EESE. SEERED. BEARAZICECTHRE., 3 3 Z & | group-wide investment policy should be allowed according to factors such

HENHE, | EOXNELAEXNDERIZERTRETHS, as the nature of businesses, the characteristics of liabilities, asset
management systems, and the financial strength of individual entities
within the IAIG".

. BHOESHRRSAVEZLY . BEOHYHITRECERL g\dditidqnally, ir;]ve;tm.ent and other_polici?s shrc])uld _var;_/r;ignifficantly

- - R hs L3 . 0 epending on the business composition of each entity. Therefore, we
igi%;gg; i;;ﬁtﬁigﬂgi_ hf‘:{iilﬁg 'é@“)%, ) suggest revising these standards to allow for entity-specific policies on
= ® £ it 2. " ° | issues other than investment such as risk management.

CF16.6.c.1 (SRS (2DWTIE., TEER4 7 o MhEgsaEs; =g | With regard to the reference on “financial market”, we assume that this

BRHEA RS AS FADENEEET B EEBEEL TN frlten? Wafhaddeﬂ tf[’ capturehcongfntrau]?ns 0{1 fegrrlents Whlﬁ_h is dlffl(\:/l\l}'[

. = s . . <. 0 capture through items such as “type of assets” or “geographic area”. We
%’Ebhéb\‘ ?‘JK(iﬁE#HﬁlFﬁ%‘ RAEHGEET ST A2 b would be appreciative if we could learn whether there is any particular
WHEET DR L0, market envisaged such as stock exchange.

CF 16.6.d TIN—TRBREIZHATEEEFTIL—TI4 KOBEAEDOIA | This standard requires an IAIG to establish criteria on intra-group
THRETAIEERDTULAA., IAIG IZELVTIL. IAIG AM 4 L | investments in its group-wide investment policy. However, IAIGs should
— TR DL, QS SEEREY. 8EKAZICE LTS be qllowed to establish t_heir inves_tment policies not only on a_group—wide
. WMT B EEEZONDCEND. TI—TTA RR—ZD basis, but also on an entity-by-entity basis. IAIGs could establish such

* * criteria, depending on factors such as the nature of businesses, the

11
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REAHTORISICRET RETRHBEVHLDEEZ D,

&2T, =L, FIL—TI7A4 K- R—XADHBEBRIZL B E—
MRS ERDDEDTIEE L., IAIGADT IIL—TREEDEEE,

BEEE. EEERED, BEANFIZELTHE. 0T SHI L
1LERDD, | LOXEEREXDRRIZEBREIRETH D,

Tl BHOEDRRASAVEICKY . REDHYFFIREEL
HEEZLND, £oT. REBEDORARA, REAHUSN Bl )
AUV EBAHE) ~DRELRRINDELI. BXITRESTHS,

characteristics of liabilities, asset management systems, and the financial
strength of their individual group entities.

Therefore, we suggest adding the following sentence at the end of this
standard: "However, alternative approaches other than a uniform
group-wide investment policy should be allowed according to factors such
as the nature of businesses, the characteristics of liabilities, asset
management systems, and the financial strength of individual entities
within the IAIG".

Additionally, investment and other policies should vary significantly
depending on the business composition of each entity. Therefore, we
suggest revising these standards to allow for entity-specific policies on
issues other than investment such as risk management.

CF16.6.e.1 BEITYRR— vy —AEIR A28 L=z, R LIZ#R4E % | When the group-wide investment exposure exceeds the limits, it is also
TS5 LSz HEEEREarFiIETATELSEICREFTS L& | relevant to report the information to the relevant committees set up under
Wiz ind, H-oT. REZLUTFTOBYEBXTAE, the Board. Therefore, the guidance should be revised as follows:
“Group-wide investment exposures that exceed limits, or any other
Group-wide investment exposures that exceed limits, or any other non—cqmpllance, shoyld be reported to the I'.A‘IG Bqar(j_—or one of its
non-compliance, should be reported to the IAIG Board or one of its committees, and Senior Management, upon identification. Reports to the
committees, and Senior Management, upon identification. Reports to the | /A1G Board or one of its committees and Senior Management should
IAIG Board or one of its committees and Senior Management should '?CIUd? ma_tef'a' Exposures that, even .'f within I|m|ts,_ CO.UI.d create
include material exposures that, even if within limits, could create fmanual difficulties W!fh'n the IAIG if the value or liquidity of the
financial difficulties within the 1AIG if the value or liquidity of the investments decreases.
investments decreases.
CF16.7.a Data should be collected taking into account of the objective of its use. It
. . B . . _. | is not necessary to establish unified procedures within an IAIG that covers
T BEMESHICRSNERSNEIRNETHY . T TOT all data being used. Also, monitoring practices for the use of data within
— S OFERICEALTIAIG £ LTHR—LI-FREEHIT D the group-wide ERM framework will create duplication of work.
(establishing procedures) A ZE (L% LY, Ffz. T— R HEAIZEET 5EH | Therefore, “as necessary” should be added as follows: “The group-wide
(practices)ZEJIL—T A KTHERT B EITEFD-EIL %48 <, | supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to ensure that the IAIG
EoT. TREIZIELTHIL—TIA RTHi— LIE=F&E= 4253 | implements its group-wide ERM framework by establishing procedures
2] SEBEELLE-ESICBETAZTHS., and monitoring practices, as necessary, for the use of sufficient, reliable
and relevant data for its underwriting, pricing, reserving and reinsurance
processes”.
CF16.7.b CF16.7.hb2 2B T, REREFREEAFHIBREEAR—XTE | We welcome that CF16.7.b.2 allows delegation of authority for claims

EShd I ENRAMELESN-CLZFE, —AT. RIREFBFREE
DHYAIF, FEDEFTPET. HLIBFESRRAFAUITLY,

settlement including the establishment of claims settlement policy to each
entity. Even when an IAIG establishes its group-wide claims settlement

12
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RECELGDBLEEZON, -, BEEERUVRIEEFERKEIZH
THHEREEICONTIE, BEIES - REXRHORIRERICES
MTHIVLENHY . REEANEHOEFEFICKE C-EEOAEHZF
EHBZENLEFLL, FYBLEHUIERINDEEZS,

RICTIL—T 04 FORBREFREBAMEEDHDHEEIZE T
3. LEREHICKY., BEFEEZOREBILCFL67LIDAAI TR
ICEHEITRETH D,

policy, insurance entities need to establish their unique policies because
claims settlement management varies significantly depending on the laws
and practices in different jurisdictions and on different business lines.
Standards on claims estimation and settlement need to be consistent with
legal systems and the characteristics of the underlying products. It is
relevant and more effective to establish entity-specific policy reflecting
their situations. Therefore, items listed in this standard should be moved to
the CF16.7.b.1 as a guidance.

CF16.7.c

CF O Introduction IZ[& TIAIG [FEEMLT LD PENLTLDE. B
Hol=ANFURAETILEBL., ComFrame [EWVTHDETILEX
BI53DTIEEL] SEMNTBEHINTEY., DHEMNEYTIL—TR
ERELHBTINTIND LEE,

&oT, LEDK S LGENTLTHEEEDHY ANRAKEIZRIRE SN
BRETHY.,. KRRAUVA—FIZZFDEFBRIRETHS,
MEMB T I —TREMREEZ L >TSS, REEIITIL—TE&
HOEXEBEEZENERLIDET HHEEMELH S,

RIZTL—T 04 FOBRRE LV R BEGEHBKRETED S5
[CHEVWTH, LEEHICKY, BFETOREBRIAM T ALA
WEFTRETHD,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.
Allowance of decentralised governance models should be made more clear
including stipulating such allowance in this standard.

For IAIGs which employ decentralised governance models, requirements
stipulated in this standard will inhibit the efficient business operations of
different entities within the group. Even when an IAIG establishes its
group-wide reinsurance and risk transfer strategy, items listed in this
standard should be provided as a guidance for the reasons mentioned
above.

CF 16.7.d

CF O Introduction IZ[X TIAIG [FEEMLT LD PENLTLDE. E
HolzANFURAETILEBL., ComFrame [EWVTHDETILEX
B3 2ELDTEHEL] SEMNTHINTEY., DENLTIL—TR
ERELHFEINTUVLHEERE, KoT. LD &S LNHENLGHK
FBEDH Y ANBAEICREINIRNETHY .. KXF 04— FIC
THDEZFERIRETHD,

T, VRV ETIIZEREEEICEINAGEVLDLH D, RIEOD
/N7 3 AT [The group-wide actuarial policy is not limited to pure
actuarial processes but can include other processes as described in the
guidance.] EWSEIZENSINTULSA., THNIX, BHEESHURY
EEEREBIEREETRY O—2 215 Z EIXRE, FlL2DKR) >
—TA—N—ZvTTEHIELLIEMETHD. V< & Risk
Function EBE DR ¥ —D—ERIZ Actuarial Function NEET HHAE
NEFNIREEAVBTRESIND L ZHEE L,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.
Allowance of decentralised governance models should be made more clear
including stipulating such allowance in this standard.

Risk models are not necessarily based on actuarial science as mentioned in
the 1AIS resolution to the previous consultation, “The group-wide
actuarial policy is not limited to pure actuarial processes but can include
other processes as described in the guidance”. It is therefore difficult to
distinguish between risk management and actuarial policies. While it is
also not efficient to allow overlap of different policies, we would like to
have confirmation that the IAIGs are allowed at least to include items
covered by the actuarial function in the policy established by the risk

13
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TNANBEINGBMES., URYETIVIEERM £KD T L—LT
— DR THREITARETHY ., RIEHED/S\— F TEHHHITERY &
PNEREFLDTEHERNEEZONSDT, UTOESIXHEIBRL.

EINIEICPI7T IZHET H2RETHD,

» model risk management of internal models that generate actuarial and
financial projections for solvency purposes.

function.

If the above-mentioned treatment is not allowed, then risk models should
be addressed within the overall ERM framework rather than within the
actuarial policy. Therefore, the bullet point below should be moved to ICP
17.

“e model risk management of internal models that generate actuarial and
financial projections for solvency purposes.”

CF 16.7.d.1

EELORMBIZONTIE, FEDERCERMEADRES(ICED
WTRESNBIRNETHY. JIL—T T4 FTHE—HWEEEEE)
ERITHADIIEHTHY . EXITNETHD

Ffz. ETILOFERICEVTIE, RIEHBEEEEEN D ERM
(Division)[ZEE > TIRIREH LR E L THEEZRIBL TS —R
AARICEVWTIE—RHTHY . O &5 GHEREICHEBRORE
[EHEWERBLTWS, 2T, ZO&LSLHHIBEED H Y HHER
HICBRINIZIRETHY . KA TV RICEDEFBREIANET
Hbdo

Risk Function EE DR 1) —D—ERIZ Actuarial Function NEE 3 %
NENEFNAIREMANBRINSGZLEZHER LIV, ThAS
REINLEWEE, VRV ETIVIEERM £FAD T L—LT—9 DO
THREITARZTHY. RIRHBEED/A— FTEHIMIZERY o X
ZFLOTHLRVWEEZONDDT, LUTOMAFHEIKRL., EIThE
ICP17 IZIRTE T HRETH S, * articulate model validation and
maintenance procedure to ensure that model usage and model
modifications align with its risk appetite and risk limits structure

Materiality thresholds to trigger management action should be established
in accordance with jurisdictional laws and regulations as well as the size
of each group entity. It is difficult to formalise materiality thresholds (set
fixed figures) at the group-wide level. Therefore, the standard should be
revised to allow more flexible approach.

It is common in Japan that an insurer's actuarial function is fulfilled
collectively by several divisions, and we recognise that such practices do
not entail problems. Therefore, the ComFrame should clearly state that it
acknowledges such practices.

We would like to have confirmation that the 1AIGs are allowed to include
items covered by the actuarial function in the policy established by the risk
function. If the above-mentioned treatment is not allowed, then risk
models should be addressed within the overall ERM framework rather
than within the actuarial policy. Therefore, the bullet point below should
be moved to ICP 17.

“e articulate model validation and maintenance procedure to ensure that
model usage and model modifications align with its risk appetite and risk
limits structure.”

CF 16.7.d.2

CF8.6.0b &E#kIZ. Torone of its committees] HEFLHARE,

In line with the second bullet point of CF 8.6.b, a reference to “or one of
its committees” should be added.

CF 16.7.d.4

AEEDHREDBE & CHRIAE =LY,

We would like to know the purpose of this guidance.

CF16.7.e

CF O Introduction IZ[ TIAIG ITEEMNLT LD PENLTZELDE, B
Bot=ANFURETILEE L, ComFrame IEWFHADETILEX
BT 5ELDTEHEL] SEMNTHINTEY., DENLTIL—TR
ERELHFEINTVLHLEERE, K>T. LD &S LNHENLEHK
THEEDH Y ANBREICRRB INEZIRETHY . KRXE2 U 4—FIC
TDEEBRIRNETHD,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.
Allowance of decentralised governance models should be made more clear
including stipulating such allowance in this standard.
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F 1=, sufficiency > adequacy D FFEISFEREEZRERL TH Y. 38T
FLHLEROND, RIEEEHEE (7o FaT7)—) LLTIE, 68
4 (reasonability) DFER N — R TIZ I LA EE X S h, sufficiency
K U adequacy % reasonability [CEET H2XETHD,

F1-. CF8.6.b &&Hi . [tothe IAIG Board and or one of its

committees| EEXTARE,

ORA (7L —20)] 1

T 3 ERGAES

Terms "sufficiency" and "adequacy" implicate certainty and therefore are
excessive. On many occasions, actuary is expected to make reasonable
assumptions. Therefore “sufficiency” and “adequacy” should be replaced
by “reasonability”.

In line with the second bullet point of CF 8.6.b, a reference to “or one of
its committees” should be added.

CF16.7.e

NERREA. FERFLEADEBE] LHHH. FERTRMHRSITH
ETOEHE LTIIFHABETH S, £, BEICCF16.7.e.2 121 TIE
RIGEADRE L MAE~NDIKFOES] LDOTHELHZIMN. 2D
KO, HAF VR ULRIVLTERBFEOARTDERFIE LTHBIFT
HELCOMNBEYEEZONBZEND, COXEIFERREUE—EH
SHIRT R E,

The benefit of the requirement to report annually to the Board about
“non-insurance legal entities” and “non-regulated legal entities” is vague.
CF 16.7.e.2 provides as a guidance that “the extent of reliance on values
provided by non-insurance legal entities guidance” could be addressed in
the entities’ annual reporting to the IAIG Board. Requirement to report
about “non-insurance legal entities” and “non-regulated legal entities”
should be provided as a guidance and removed from this standard.

CF16.7.e.1

CF @ Introduction [Z1& TIAIG [FEEMLEHLDOMENLGLDE, B
Hol=ANFURAETILEBL., ComFrame [EWVTHDETILEX
B9 5HDOTIEEL] CEMNTHINTEY., DEMET IL—TE
ERELHFEINTLD LEfE,
AHAFZVRIE, WL L-RBRECEHEEFE S SANBRE S, H
EZERFAM S 1AIG At D IR RICEERS RO 55— HEIR
LR RBEICHE- TS EEZAOND, BRIZE VW TIIRIREIE
HEEEMIE B D ERFT(Division) IZEE > TIRIES &R & L THREZ &
BLTWST—XN—BHITHY . DK LGHEEEREBIZHFEORM
BIEEWERH# LTS,

E2T. SOESLGHMFIKEDH Y ALBAEICERINIRNETH
Y, RAAFDRICZDEZBREIRETH D,

The “ComFrame Introduction” stipulates “IAIGs have different models of
governance (i.e. more centralised or more decentralised). ComFrame does
not favour any particular governance model.” Therefore, we understand
that ComFrame acknowledges decentralised governance models.

This standard is premised on cases where an independent division assumes
an actuarial function and is required to directly report to the 1AIG Board.
However, it is common in Japan that an insurer's actuarial function is
fulfilled collectively by several divisions, and we recognise that such
practices do not entail problems. Therefore, this guidance should clearly
state that it acknowledges such practices.

CF16.7.e.2

adequacy M FAEEISFESIH MR L TH Y. 8T D &,.,\#’)#’Lé 7
9FaT7)—ELTIE, BEM(reasonability) DFEZEA— AR TIX 742
W EEZ b, adequacy Z reasonability ICEE I ZRETH D,

Terms "sufficiency™ and "adequacy" implicate certainty and therefore are
excessive. On many occasions, actuary is expected to make reasonable
assumptions. Therefore “sufficiency” and “adequacy” should be replaced
by “reasonability”.

CF16.10.a.1

JIL—TI74 K ORSA DHFTIL. BUAY RV B L URASEY X LSt
ICHERZHTEHIRZTURILAH DD, RKIEZXZLITOEYEXLY
f=1=E =L\, In conducting its group-wide ORSA, the IAIG should
consider all material risks, including political and reputational risks,

In conducting its group-wide ORSA, there are risks other than political
and reputational risks that the IAIG should consider. Therefore, we
suggest revising the first sentence as follows: "In conducting its
group-wide ORSA, the IAIG should consider all material risks, including
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arising from its legal entities including non-regulated ones. tr-partictdar- | political and reputational risks, arising from its legal entities including
political-and-reputationalrisks-should-be-considered. non-regulated ones. ta-particularpolitical-and-reputational-risks-sheuld-be-
considered”.
CF 16.13.a JANY—TS5ld, —BIZTRTOH IAIG [CRIBRDABEZERKH B | Itis far from appropriate to require a recovery plan for all IAIGs in a
DTIEHL ., FaR—oa+Y)F o OEREBEBL. ICS Msk#EXS | uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
ORSA 2811+ 3BEZ(2/ LT, BESEICAN D EHOERE %4 | O arecovery plan for an IAIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
Wt 2E2 5ARRINIRETHD Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.
° Where a recovery plan is required for those IAIGs which demonstrate
€05 AT, MBSy 7/ TS omEEs | o those IAIGs which
B & (SRR A EE & 1 D = e L ST y simple plan should sut S Oppos S S
HEIGEITBEGRBLEGLLENLSITTNETHY . come short of the qualities mentioned above.
TABRERERSH LY LERMBICHRGHBEABTREINDINETH | For example, it is reasonable when an insurer is in a sound condition
%’) Bl ZIE, BEELASIVIKEICHD EZICTIEIKRZZED. @2 | required developing only an outline and when the insurer is considered
AEEDHLNAAREMATE - LB INBESIZIE. L UM financial damaged condition required a detailed plan.
(BEfRR) B 0ZRATIHIEVSEREFISENTH S,
CF16.13.a.1 YANY—TS5ld, —BIZTRTO IAIG [CRIBEDARBEZERKH B | Itis far from appropriate to require a recovery plan for all IAIGs in a
DTIEEL., FAaR— 3+ Y F o OEBIEEA L. ICS Msk#Exd | uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
ORSA 281+ 3BEZ(2/ LT, BESEICAN D EHOERE %3 | On arecovery plan for an IAIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
g 2E2 5ABRRINIRETHD Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.
° Where a recovery plan is required for those IAIGs which demonstrate
- = < A = s — 0 sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration, a
03 i—cj Eﬁ’%@éﬁbi@ Ltﬁ*i‘: U_jj /t') —73 /OML%{:;R relatively simple plan should suffice as opposed to those IAIGs which
HHIGEFBEGRBLELLGVESICTRETHY , REMEHF come short of the qualities mentioned above.
THRREREH &Y LERMBICEHERGHBEABTESINDOINETH | For example, it is reasonable when an insurer is in a sound condition
%, HlZIE. BEELEVKREICH D EEFIZEREEED. L | required developing only an outline and when the insurer is considered
MMEELNAAREENASE =L I BEBEIZIE. &Y financial damaged condition required a detailed plan.
(Btht) BLOERHTHEVSERZAENTHS.
CF16.13.a.2 DANY—TSolE. —1BIZFTRTO IAIG [ZEODABT LK S | Itis far from appropriate to require a recovery plan for all IAIGs in a

DTIFEHEL, T7AR—=2 3+ U T« DRBIZERAL. ICS DKEK
ORSA [ZTHITAFBEZHICIE LT, BEHEICHDN P EHEOEEEH
I 52FZAADNBRINEIRETHSD,

ZTDHAT, UBREMENSVRRIC) AN TS UoDIEER
OAHAGRITBELGEBLEGLLEVELEIITTRETHY . BE2MUELT
TR LGRIESH I Y LHEANICHRGCHBELIBTRSINDIRNETH

uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
on a recovery plan for an IAIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.

Where a recovery plan is required for those IAIGs which demonstrate
sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration, a
relatively simple plan should suffice as opposed to those IAIGs which
come short of the qualities mentioned above.

For example, it is reasonable when an insurer is in a sound condition
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required developing only an outline and when the insurer is considered
financial damaged condition required a detailed plan.

The guidance should be revised as follows: “Recovery planning is the
responsibility of the IAIG. The 1AIG should be able to take actions for
recovery, in particular when any pre-defined criteria, especially those
relating to the financial soundness of the 1AIG, are met that trigger the
implementation of the recovery plan”.

CF 16.13.a.7

CF @ Introduction @ 21 IZ TCF A # LV RIFWLWHEDIEH#LTT E
DTIEHEL, | LRBBSINTND, KREXTHEINFZIBEBIEAHA
FUORELTOMEMITTHD=&H. [Ishouldinclude) &DELEIE
Fmay include) &3 5XRETHD,

Rigstt  TIL—TI2k>T, BRER. )X 4EHE, x&—»
BHELRENRLE LS. TOR—a+UF o OEAIZH-S
JAN) =TS ODHMEBHEIRETHD &§~$Umﬁtﬁ
Hanhfzly, £, FEMHE LY H— K42 MIZDULTIL, ICS
[ZEFT5PCREIZRAMELDZ L%, BHEICEHEIRETH 5,
BELT. S RYBZEUTDEBYEXTRE, BEBEDERKL
EREREEICTH-0OD. TEENSLUEEMGE R H— RS>
FEBA-BANCEESNT-HIERE (ICSIZTHEIFHPCRE) . 5
NFUR, EBHANZZALBLUXZIETOER,

As described in paragraph 21 of the ComFrame Introduction, that
ComFrame guidance “does not represent any requirements”, the list of
issues to be included in the Recovery Plans is provided as a guidance.
Therefore, we suggest revising “should include™ to "may include ".

It should be more clearly stated in the standard that Recovery Plans should
be developed taking into account of the proportionality principle to reflect
the difference in capital structure, risk profile, scale, complexity, etc. of
each IAIG.

With regard to the quantitative trigger points, clear reference should be
made on the consistency with the ICS as a PCR. Therefore, the third bullet
point should be revised as follows: “pre-defined criteria with quantitative
and qualitative trigger points_(such as considering the ICS ratio as a PCR),
governance, escalation mechanisms and supporting processes to ensure
timely implementation of recovery actions”.

CF 16.13.a.8

Tt - EEOHHEDEENDELDEHEIFY 5, —FHHLGE
K- FRTEECHEMTISEZHEL. BEOL-OHOEEXEEIC
MO BHMIE, FRUEVPERSNERETH D,

Ffz. SITHRESINS PCROEKNTHAETH S, AHELRE
#H (PCR)IXICS L BAMER DI LEREIZTRETHS. LT,

UTOBYVIEXTARE,
FTOERTINIHTEEEL, BHECERERSN, REABOXIGTEE

ABINTVWEIRETHD, CNoDHFEREIZX, ICS THREN

We support the refence to the qualitative and quantitative criteria.
Flexibility should be allowed with regard to the decision to trigger actions
for recovery since there may be cases where breach is only temporal.

The intention of referring to the PCR is not clear. “PCR” should be
referred in a way that is consistent with the development of the ICS.
Therefore, the guidance should be revised as follows: “Pre-defined criteria
should be well-defined and aligned with contingency plans. They should
include qualitative and quantitative criteria, such as a potential breach of a
prescribed capital requirement (PCR), which the ICS is trying to identify.
Criteria may also include triggers based on: liquidity, market conditions,
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macro-economic conditions, and the insurer's operational conditions”.

CF 16.13.a.9

RESH TN —TI2k>T, EXRER. VRIEE. RT7—IL.
BHMELENREL SO, TOR—YaF T 4DRAIZHA-T,
BEO-OHOBEDHMZEBHFEIRESTHDI I LT, K YBEEIZE
B Ent-Ly,

It should be more clearly stated in the standard that Recovery Plans should
be developed taking into account of the proportionality principle to reflect
the difference in capital structure, risk profile, scale, complexity, etc. of
each 1AIG.

CF16.13.b

IAIG A SN DBEEIFR AT LERATHIRESENS AICERIE
LA, Bz, BRIREDHEEIZDOVTIX, BB IL—TDI R
FIYIYRGEOEEHED, YAN)—OYBEEIZGLT, 70
R=2a 7T DRAN+DITERAEINZRETH S,

We agree that the 1AIGs should have in place a management information
system. Operation of such system should be conducted in a proportional
manner. For example, with regard to the frequency of the information
collection, it should depend on the IAIG's systemic importance and the
level of urgency of its recovery.

CF23.0.a

2 DME (Internationally active, & U Size) itz RIR TV IL—T.
RIRERAKRICOVTIAIG BEZRET 5 LEE, TDHE. B
EDBETLUTD & S GEXZEREF Sz,

The group-wide supervisor, in cooperation with other involved
supervisors, considers whether an insurance group or an insurance legal
entity operating through branches, is an 1AIG if it meets both the
following criteria:

We understand that there is a discussion within the 1AIS regarding the
possible identification of the IAIGs by the IAIS itself. In line with such
discussion, the criteria used in identifying IAIGs can be revised as
follows: “The group-wide supervisor, in cooperation with other involved
supervisors, considers whether an insurance group or an insurance legal
entity operating through branches, is an 1AIG if it meets both the
following criteria”.

CF 23.0.a.2

l'group assets related to the insurance business of the group I&. {EZID
BECETRIEGL, SHEBOHETRMT S L CTHIERVNELZHE
L=y,

We would like to have confirmation that “group assets related to the
insurance business of the group” does not have to be aggregate by asset
class basis but by entity basis.

CF 23.0.c

IAIG BE D LIFEREDRERIMIEE TITHONEINE,

The decision on the identification/non-identification of the IAIG should be
made in a document

CF25.6.a.4

CF16.1.c2 IZ(X, FI—TAWEIN) RV @ ETSBRIZERADR
BugEEIC DOWTIBEICANSRETLINTULVSAY, ICS2.0 DT
PR EXETLERADRETRESILFROBRAREEE SN TS,
ICSDHTERDKBREMEICR IRV EL T T, BEEHLY
COERLEBRIIN—TOEREICHECTERHELEDETRE,

CF16.1.c.2 provides that fungibility of capital should be considered in the
risk assessment of its IGT. Fungibility of capital is also discussed in the
ICS version 2.0 consultation document. Discussions within the
Supervisory Colleges regarding a insurance group and fungibility should
also be flexible until discussion on the fungibility of capital under the ICS
moves forward.

CF25.7.a.3

BEBALYVIZE2>TCMG #RBETHEL5LB7r—XIZENTH,
BELTIAIGDEEAL Yy ICBVWTEERRELIBHEDSERZE
FERNZITOREFGZWVERDNS, IAIGD ICS A—F LANJLLT

Even when a supervisory college substitutes a CMG, with regard to
financially sound IAIGs, it is not necessary to discuss Recovery and
Resolution Plans as a priority. Facilitation of preparedness for recovery
and resolution should be discussed under a specified condition when
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concerns on the financial soundness of an IAIG arise, for example, when
an IAIG's ICS Ratio falls below a certain level, or difficulties identified in
the ORSA process, etc.

CF25.7.a.4

CMGMAHALEaA—TF3L,EINTLBEEDODS B,
.
—&t#dtwmmtﬁ%@ﬂ@é*méwﬁﬁt<~7nﬁ—
a3t YT+ DEAZEAL. ICSDKED ORSA IZH I+ 5EE
IZIELCT. ﬁL#EI##6%#@%@%%%?6%1ﬁ#”wé
hB3RETHD.

JhnN)—=TF5 >

ZD3AT, UHREUNSVERRICYHIN) TS VDIAEEK
HHEEFEBELGEEBLLALLEVEIICTRETHY .. BEHLAT
TRGRIESH L Y LEAMICHRGHBELBTERSNDIRNETH
%o BIZIE, BEUABVKEIZHD EEITFTABREED., BEM
NEGONASAREMNSFE o~ KIS N DIHERICIE. &Y
(BA) GHLDZERETDHEVSERSESEMNTH D,

With regard to recovery plan which the IAIS CMG are required to review,
it is far from appropriate to require a recovery plan for all IAIGs in a
uniform manner. Given the principle of proportionality, the requirements
on a recovery plan for an IAIG should be decided in proportion to its ICS
Ratio, difficulties as may be identified in the ORSA process, etc.

Where a recovery plan is required for those IAIGs which demonstrate
sound financial conditions and no sign or imminent risk of deterioration, a
relatively simple plan should suffice as opposed to those IAIGs which
come short of the qualities mentioned above.

For example, it is reasonable when an insurer is in a sound condition
required developing only an outline and when the insurer is considered
financial damaged condition required a detailed plan.
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