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General comment

We strongly support the IAIS’s approach to set out G-SlI policy measures that
focuses on NTNI in line with its long standing position that traditional insurance

does not pose systemic risk.

We believe priority should be given to the application of ‘basic measures’, i.e.
more enhanced supervision and effective resolution. Whilst we do not deny the
need to look at targeted HLA for NTNI, we stress that there is no need for
group-wide HLA. The effects of the first two measures (enhanced supervision
and effective resolution) should be properly measured/recognized before any
group-wide HLA is considered.

3.2.1 paragraph 13

We believe it is crucial for all jurisdictions to have consolidated group-wide
supervision in place and supervisors to have direct powers over holding
companies, especially from a level playing field perspective. This is a necessary
premise as G-Sll measures need to be uniformly implemented. Given that there
are still some jurisdictions that do not have this, we would ask the IAIS to give

this issue appropriate consideration.

We seek clarification on the "additional stress testing” in the 4th bullet point ,

and its difference from stress testing for non-G-Slis.
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3.2.3 paragraph 16

We seek clarification on the objective/intent of imposing SRRPs. Is the ultimate
objective (or end game) to make firms change their balance sheets and/or risk
profile and thereby become ineligible as a G-SlI (based on the identification

methodology)?

In developing the SRRP and the RRP, due consideration should be given to the
nature of insurance activities, and sufficient discussions should be made
between supervisors and insurers.

3.2.3.1 paragraph 17

Regarding the separation (ring-fencing) of NT/NI activities, we ask for the
following:

1. There first needs to be a global agreement on the definition of NT/NI. This
needs to be done swiftly. It is also imperative the industry be included in
discussions on deciding what is and what isn’t subject to separation.

2. Simply making it mandatory to separate (or ring-fence) all and any NT/NI
activities for all firms is too broad and high-level as a measure. Such separation
requirements need to be subject to workable terms and conditions. Also, it is
important that any separated NT/NI entities be appropriately
regulated/supervised.

3. There also needs to be exclusions to NT/NI that are subject to this forced
separation. For instance, certain transactions such as derivatives and other
transactions used for hedging and ALM purposes should be excluded from the

scope of such separation measures.
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4. There needs to be an impact assessment to properly assess and
understand the feasibility/necessity of such a separation measure and how it
could affect markets.
3.2.3.2in general
We are against outright restrictions and prohibitions of certain activities and
transactions. We can understand the need for, for instance, supervisors
undertaking a review of individual capital charges for NT/NI under existing
solvency regimes, or policymakers considering imposing governance and/or
monitoring requirements tailored to NT/NI, but any overall ban of NT/NI is
‘reqgulatory overkil’ and would simply diminish the financial sector and its
robustness. Simply banning NT/NI would go against the interests of the wider

economy and society as a whole.

Also, one needs to recognize that once you ban G-Slis from the NT/NI market,
then the non-G-Sll firms will simply take over their market share, thereby
creating a new group of potential G-SllIs. There seems to be a lot of unintended
consequences inherent in this measure and these needs to be looked into with
more care.

3.2.3.2 paragraph 23

As an example for prior approval, Intra-group Transactions (IGTs) is provided in
footnote 24, but this should be applied only under certain terms and conditions
along with our proposal in paragraph 17 (2nd point).

3.3.1 paragraph 26

It is still a little unclear to us why we need to have a separate CMG in addition to

the regular supervisory college. For instance, would it not be sufficient to
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discuss crisis management within the supervisory college?
3.3.1 paragraph 27
Regarding cross-border resolution, international cooperation agreements
should provide grounds (a legal framework) for non-discriminatory protection of
creditors (i.e. the same group/category of creditors should receive the same
level of protection regardless of nationality or place of residence, etc.). This is
essential to facilitate and ensure an effective cross-border resolution.
3.3.1 paragraph 31
The industry's participation should be ensured in the discussion on a template
for assessing resolvability.
3.4.2 in general

We support the IAIS’s proposal on HLA that focuses on NTNI.

We understand the need to look at NTNI based on the underlying principle of
applying same capital charges to same risks. It is also important to recognize
not all NTNI (e.g. derivatives for risk-hedging) necessarily pose a systemic risk

and measures need to reflect the differences in the nature of the NTNI.

We are against any uniform group-wide HLA. Any need for a group-wide HLA
(which essentially amounts to an exceptional change to a firm’s capital
requirement that diverges from the standard requirement under the existing
solvency regime) should be ultimately left to the decision of the group-wide
supervisor, while playing a leading role in the supervisory college. The
implementation of RRP, should address the need for additional capital (for

stability purposes) if any. It would essentially provide a mechanism that allows
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supervisors to assess the loss absorbency of each G-Sll on a firm by firm basis.
Only in such a context should the need for any capital surcharges should be
discussed. Any HLA needs to be decided, through mutual discussions between
regulators and insurers based on a review of such assessments, fully taking the
characteristics of respective insurers into consideration. Such assessment
should naturally take account of existing local policyholder protection schemes
and resolution schemes.

3.4.3 paragraph47

Any prescriptive requirements in terms of the quality of capital for G-Slls need to
take account of the differences in existing local solvency regimes and
policyholder protection schemes. On this issue, it would suffice for the 1AIS/FSB

to set out high-level principles that national supervisors can reference.

3.4.3 paragraph 49

We understand that "HLA capacity” refers to capital add-ons to the PCR.
However, given that existing requirements on quality of capital are different
among jurisdictions, "HLA capacity" should conform to each country’s existing
requirements for their specific capital characteristics.

3.4.4 paragraph 52

It should be made clear and stated in the schedule that another public
consultation will be conducted when the IAIS finalizes discussions on
development of a concrete proposal for HLA.

4.1 paragraph 53

Discussions on group-wide HLA for G-Slls should be made after the

effectiveness of '‘basic measures' such as enhanced supervision and effective
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resolution are examined. Thorough discussions should take place to secure the
understanding of from the industry.
4.1 paragraph 58
The peer review process should be timely and effective, and thus it needs

sufficient discussion.




