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decentralised, the ComFrame material in ICP 8 is seemingly
premised on TAIGs whose governance structures are centralised to a
considerable degree. As business and regulatory environments vary
among insurance legal entities within an IAIG, in addition to
centralised governance approaches which establish a unified risk
management system at the group level, decentralised approaches
should be allowed, where, according to the IAIG's risk management
framework, each group entity establishes its own risk management
system in consideration of factors such as its business size and
surrounding environment. Therefore, at the beginning of the
ComFrame material integrated with ICP 8, it should be clarified
that both approaches are allowed.

8.1 ARAL L H— KT, VAZEBRV AT ATRD LD [5hRE9 Tl | The definition of "an effective and appropriately documented" (risk
Ul \ZOWTOEBRBDPAAMTH D, Lo T, MRBEEIZ, HIKLLT | management system) is ambiguous. Therefore, we suggest revising
Ea R CEUNCCE L SN Y AV EEH AT A &L L % | as follows: "In order to effectively capture and control business risks,
MRRFIC, FELELOY R T % ’;ﬁ%ﬁ’ﬂ iR, =2 bur—/L9 %728 | the supervisor requires the insurer to establish, and operate within,
W2 A FD X9 e FH 2 Gt CE L SN2 Y A7 B AT I | an effective and appropriately documented risk management
HENL L) IELTRE (at minimum IZHIBR L. #RET D), system, which includes, for example:".
8.1.2 HRE, SRR, B E lZf@Z CEHo TV AVEBY AT MW HE 7233 | Factors needed for a risk management system could differ depending

IZHETHY LT LLEEEZOHEATRTUTONTLELT L4
FIenwEEZ6N5, 20729 [An effective risk management

system should] @ [should] % [may] IZELT XX,

on the TAIG's size, nature of its businesses as well as the
jurisdictions in which it operates. Therefore, it is not always

necessary to document all the listed matters here. We suggest
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revising as follows: "An effective risk management system may:".
CF8.1a RAH o — RITEMER 72 IS RE 2 AP ICFEdE STV D23, LV | Although this standard is premised on more centralised control

IHERI TR ARHIBERE HIRD BN D RE Th 5, FEREHIR O HIH] % &
A TCHESL LTEBEEE DY AV EHL AT b EDOENTHONT,
IAIG AAED Y 27 B 27 ML L b TN TCE N L TRk S
WHMBENIIRNEE XD, 2D, reflect (KT %) (T take into
account (BREIZAND) [TEXLTRETH D,

functions, more decentralised control functions should also be
allowed. Each group entity establishes its risk management system
in consideration of jurisdictional regulations. It is not always
necessary to document, in the IAIG's risk management system, all
the differences in the group entities' risk management systems.

Therefore, we suggest revising "reflect" to "take into account".

CF8.1a.1

CF 8.1a L[AIBRDHEHIZE Y | YT A X A 2B TH, linclude

explanations of] % [take into account (BEIZAND) ) ITELT
RXThb, -, IAIG N % DEAND Y A 7 5BIFOF BT
DNTIE, AEEEHIB ORI GRES A E 2 TR SN TR

DT LT RTEEL TET H2REIRNEEZ DL, 207
D, Al 2 OIEAND Y R 7 EIFOBFHFIZONTIE, [FrR—3
FUT 4 bEEX, MBS LT) ZMAERIELTRETH D,

As we commented on CF 8.1a, we suggest revising "include
explanations of" to "take into account". In addition, the rationales as
to the risk appetite for different individual entities within the IAIG
are based on regulations and market conditions of each jurisdiction.
As it 1s not always necessary to take into account and document all
the rationales in the IAIG's risk management system, we suggest
adding "where necessary under the proportionality principle" at the

end of this paragraph.

8.1.15

TN—THNOBEEF T, FERB, VR TFEREIE LY 27
EHEEEZ A L TRV, ZV—TNOKIENE OAKERHEENEERD D
ol AR ) A7 EREHET SRR H D, LoT, [
N—TEAE LIE AT, U AT, BRI TS X9
IZTRETH D IE [T N—TFNOEREL OB - FEE G,
BEEXIR S X OV DIES, 7V — 7 OFRAESE OB HENEZ: C B E 2
T e PRIV, —BMEERE L LI TRETH D SEX

Each group entity sets its risk management function according to
the size of its businesses, the risk characteristics, and other factors.
Requiring horizontal consistency between legal entities within the
group could hinder effective risk management. Therefore, the third
sentence should be revised as follows: "Within an insurance group,
the head of the group and the legal entities should ensure

appropriate coordination (based on factors including the size, nature
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of businesses and complexity of the entities, jurisdictions in which
they operate, local regulations, as well as the complexity of the
group's structure) and consistency between the head of the group
and the legal entities when setting risk management policies."

In addition, the fourth and fifth sentences should be deleted.

CF8.1b ARA L — RITEMER 7R HISEE 2 B2 IS e STV 5 23, LV | Although this standard is premised on more centralised control
SHEHIIRAEHIERE LR BN DHRETH Y it > TA X & — RIZE | functions, more decentralised control functions should also be
WINONEE LTI X5 b0 L b, EEREZOEFTILY | allowed. As the description is too detailed for a standard, the list
AL AL XUPOBIRETRETH D, should be moved to a guidance level and it should be clarified that
Flo, HA X AL ORHETHHATH, VA7 EHY A7 A | the listed matters are examples.

DOWESLIZ DT> TESEZ OB I, F/RmCCE(L & Oft#HiE 72V | Even if the list is dealt with in guidance, we are concerned that

D, BTEHSIZSCEL L T RITIXR o 20 X 91285, F5IZ | (although this is not explicitly stated) the description could be read

Naws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG to indicate that strict documentation of all the matters on the list is

operates.| DWH%Z LELT D Z LIFBLENTITR, EHEEZD | required to establish a risk management system. In particular, it is

HHEZXET [ —92% (cover) | DT, IBEIZANT] impractical to require documentation of "laws and regulations of the

VAT LEAERTHE LR EE 2D, jurisdictions in which the IAIG operates". It is more appropriate to
require the Head of the TAIG to establish a system that "considers"
these listed matters, rather than "covers".

CF8.1c To—U TV RATIZONWT, REZFDO Y A7 EBL AT AT H 2% | It is not always necessary for all the IAIGs to annually review how

WL, LT LbETOIAIG NMEFE L E2—T D0 E TR EEZ
Do ZOIz, Mg 2 THEISCT) b LIE TH5EIgICE
KRB 52 DBREECRH S T25EIC) CEETRETHD,

emerging risks could affect their risk management system.
Therefore, "annually" should be revised to "where necessary" or
"when environmental changes have significantly affected the IAIG's

business strategy".
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£lo, HA LAV VULOREH#RE T D56 TH, WEHHI S 2T A0
MENLIZ BTz > CTHEISEZOHE 2 2 TRIKIZIEL L TR ITh
X2 B0 K 9 ZHD, HiZ TNaws and regulations of the
jurisdictions where the IAIG operates.] OWNEZ LELT 5 Z LI
BER TR EBEZ DIETRH L P T ERG L3 2008
eI, FEREEOHEBAEZXET (B 3—F2% (cover)] DT
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more decentralised control functions should also be allowed. As the
description is too detailed for a standard, the list should be moved to
a guidance level and it should be clarified that the listed matters are
examples.

Even if the list is dealt with in guidance, we are concerned that the
description could be read to indicate that strict documentation of all
the matters on the list is required to establish an internal controls
system. In particular, it is impractical to document "laws and
regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates". At the
same time, although there are lots of relevant laws and regulations,
the scope of this standard is ambiguous. It is more appropriate to
require establishment of a system that "considers" these listed

matters in documents, rather than "covers".

CF8.6a

SEAER 72 SRS RE 2 BRI S LTV D 28, L 0 0 HERY 72 e il B RE
HLBOOENDIRETHY o TAX U HF— RIZEHENDINEE L
TIEREHT E 2 b0 & b, EARES ORI A &2 A L~ULh
OPPREFTRETH D,

Elo, WA F ALV E T 56 TH, BARIZE O TR
BHERERE D E SO ER P (Division) 1285 > TR SR & L THEEE
FHL TNWL T —ADR— K TH D, ZD KD 72 ERe R IR B D[]
BTN EFFR L T 572D, ComFrame . 20 X 9 Zeffhil%EE
DY FPPHMEICRBIND L), EXEBEN L,
PRIGECEREREI T, MO R1EE 23R8 513 & TAIG AfEO AT O

Although this standard is premised on centralised control functions,
more decentralised control functions should also be allowed. As the
description is too detailed for a standard, the list should be moved to
a guidance level and it should be clarified that the listed matters are
examples.

Even if the list is dealt with in guidance, it should be revised to
flexibly allow for different approaches. 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, such practices as the above should clearly be
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T, FRICERBREERFEEE (2 > W Tl EE M (proportionality) (2 fis U 7= %
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2B, F-IZBMES=HEHE (procedures to identify compliance)
DXFE RREED T I7A4 T o AL ERTLOICbad T
AV =T 4 7 ThLID, RBEENEENCET 527 T 147
ZJIZRET HMETHL Z L 2T RETH D LB 2D, il
X, "procedures to identify compliance issues relevant to IAIG's
actuarial activities..."% ETET REThH 5,

allowed under ComFrame.

In particular, detailed requirements on the operations of an IAIG's
actuarial function will increase the burden of the Head of the TAIG.
Hence, it should be clarified that, with regard to the TAIG's actuarial
function, simplified responses and those depending on
proportionality are allowed. We would also like to note that the
application of the proportionality principle should be clarified for
other functions as well.

Moreover, the added bullet point ("procedures to identify compliance
issues...") could be read to refer to overall compliance issues within
an insurance entity, and therefore misleading. It should be clarified
that this bullet only deals with compliance issues regarding
actuarial activities. We suggest, for example, revising it to
"procedures to identify compliance issues relevant to the IAIG's

actuarial activities...".




