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1 Do you agree with the IAIS’ We believe that the fact that the level of liquidity risk in the insurance sector

general  objective  and is much lower than that of the banking sector should be fully taken into

contemplated usage for the account and a materiality-based approach should be adopted.

liquidity metrics? If not,

please explain your rationale.
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Regarding Q9-28, our response is based on the following points and the

premise that the CPA is unnecessary.

In assessing and mitigating systemic risk, it is crucial to assess risk from a
cross-sectoral perspective, and the same applies to liquidity risk management.
In particular, given that the level of liquidity risk in the insurance sector is
much lower than that of the banking sector, a materiality-based (and
proportionate) approach should be adopted. An inordinate increase in the
number of data collection items without due consideration of the level of
systemic risk could lead to an unintended and excessive constraint on the
sound development of the insurance sector. Therefore, we ask that the [AIS
considers a framework for data collection and policy measures that takes into
account the differences in size and main activities of the banking and

insurance sectors.

Of the proposed approaches, we consider EA to have significance as an early
indicator to understand the liquidity situation in the insurance sector in a
simplified manner*. As mentioned above, considering the insurance sector’s
level of liquidity risk is low as a whole, we believe a materiality-based (and
proportionate) approach can be taken. EA can be used to understand the
liquidity situation of the sector, and in cases where a significant decline in a
particular company’s liquidity is detected based on EA, that company’s
liquidity can be examined in more detail. In addition, we believe it is excessive
to require a detailed analysis based on the CPA when the sector is sufficiently

liquid.

*When introducing EA, using detailed internal data of individual
insurance groups should be avoided. Instead, publicly disclosed
information should be used to the extent possible. This would ensure
evaluation objectivity and comparability as an early indicator and avoid

burdening insurance companies unnecessarily.

Furthermore, we do not believe that the CPA is a suitable method to precisely
assess the liquidity of a company which liquidity is declining significantly.
Since the factors that affect the liquidity of a company vary greatly from

company to company, a detailed examination of the liquidity status of each




SONPO

PRERETE F E BB (TAIS) [WREIEA F Y 7 ROPE:7 = —X 21

2Z7FEHFELLEWEEZONS, oT. .3 7AWV /2Z A LEFTAXVTD

BEF O LB IZE WD 1 EDZA LT TA XY COREFICHE D 2 & L# 2
5,
D FFXEHESTDICE2To TV ARITE L KR T REEHITEED K

B & RN O R R (55%) CIRELTH Y., B0 ESHE
DIt NRESEY —ARHEBELTWE I L,

@ HEERBRAHICL > TCORELER=—XTH 5 ERKEFICH 2 RS
heiconT, ARICH T 2 BE0HHZ L Td, KEREDP L 3 PHATH
HBDSETT 52 LI EF R, PE~ EREOREZET2 2 L,

® AafRRattz ol 35, KRB OMTICH S BE=—XIC2n T,
THGE: DR & Ho~ RIS D FRIATEY 3B 2 7 ZIIC X0 Hlli 2 =2 1
BY. FHRCOKE RRFEREE LW EEZLRB C L,

G &

BT B ROCE ] IS 2 ERIGRES
insurance group should be conducted by the GWS of each jurisdiction,
through for instance, analysis of each group’s liquidity stress test results,
based on the supervisory and regulatory framework of each jurisdiction which
takes into account the Holistic Framework. Accordingly, we believe setting a
certain calculation rule like the CPA would have little meaning in such

analysis.

Finally, due to the business model described below (1~3), insurance
companies are considered to have significantly low liquidity risk, especially in
the short term. Therefore, monitoring it in short-term such as 3-month time
horizon is unnecessary, and the time horizon should be limited to 1-year.

(1) Compared to the banking industry where loans are made to earn interest
margins, insurance companies hold most of their assets in highly liquid assets
(such as bonds) and maintain sufficient sources of funds to meet short-term
funding needs.

(2) Regarding claim payments related to catastrophes, which is a major
funding need for non-life insurance companies, past cases in Japan show that
payments are rarely completed within 3-months of the occurrence of a
disaster and generally takes 6 to 12-months until completion of payments.
(3) With regards to the needs for funds (mainly for life insurance companies)
associated with the surrender of insurance policies, as opposed to the
cancellation of deposit accounts, insurance policyholders’ behavior to
surrendering insurance policies is disincentivized by various factors, and

therefore, it is difficult to assume a large surrender rate in a short period of

time.

Do you want to propose an
additional liquidity metric in
addition to three metrics
mentioned in this section? If
describe a

yes, please

proposed metrics.
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Do you know any public

database  with  liquidity
related data relevant for the
development of liquidity
metrics (either on a
company level or on a

jurisdictional level)?
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Is there a need to develop

supplementary liquidity
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As for the separate accounts, which are used primarily to purchase and sell

investment assets based on the instructions of policyholders, liquidity risk is
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limited. In addition, since assets that back minimum guarantees for
investment of variable insurance are included in the general account,
concerns regarding a shortfall in funds due to the payment of minimum
guarantees are small. For the above reasons, we do not believe creating

independent liquidity metrics for separate accounts to be meaningful.

Do you prefer to collect data

and  calculate  liquidity
metrics  using  fungible
liquidity pools approach
instead of the current

enterprise approach for both
EA and CPA? If yes, please
provide ideas on approaches
to the group-wide

aggregation of results.
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We do not agree with the liquidity pools approach, as we consider it is overly
conservative to allow no fungibility of funds between pools. Under the
enterprise approach, however, it would not be realistic to calculate cash flow
projections on a group-wide basis by consolidating cash flow projections for
all companies within the group. When using the enterprise approach, it
should be based on materiality. For instance, it should be allowed to limit the
scope to material subsidiaries or calculate with a certain amount of

assumptions.

Does the current enterprise
approach lead to significant
shortcomings of the liquidity
monitoring? If yes, describe
and

these  shortcomings

limitations.
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Under the enterprise approach, it would be unrealistic to calculate cash flow
projections on a group-wide basis by consolidating cash flow projections for
all companies within the group. When using the enterprise approach, it
should be based on materiality. For instance, it should be allowed to limit the
scope to material subsidiaries or calculate with a certain amount of

assumptions.

the

proposal to include capital

Do you agree with

instruments in the CPA and
EA metrics calculations as
described in this section? If
not, please provide rationale

and alternative suggestions.
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Yes
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Regarding transactions related to increases/decreases in capital, such as
capital increases and shareholder dividends, we believe the proposal to
include capital instruments in the CPA and EA metrics calculations is

appropriate.

However, when including such transactions in either the CPA or EA, the
expected figures for the next fiscal year, such as dividends paid out from the
current fiscal year's profits, should be included, rather than the current fiscal
year's actual results. Therefore, in EA’s ILR, it is inappropriate to use actual

past results for Rows 38.7a & b.

Do you prefer the detailed
method for inclusion of
capital instruments in the

ILR calculation as described
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Since the ILR should be used as a simple early indicator, we oppose the

detailed method to capture the capital instruments in the ILR calculation.
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analyse only high-level cash
flow projections, ie.
aggregate cash inflows and
the

mentioned

outflows  of three
categories
above? If yes, provide your

clarification.
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9 Do you agree with the above | i 9:X—2Z 7 4 v D * | No FIRSIEL RV OWEIMER F L AT R MICHHs L 7zi@tE Y — R L i@t = — X ® | We understand the concept of conducting multi-period analysis based on
described CPA to calculate | ¥ v v = 7 v —F#ll % 5t Frvyvazu—THNCHESER LHBISITZIT O F 2 J7IC oW TIIBfETE %2 % | liquidity sources and cash flow projections of liquidity needs in response to
the baseline cash flow | &L, fBIER FL 272 DD, Rt 7 2 —DFEMEY R 7 DL AR EE 2 BEMICG U7 7’8 —F % | liquidity stress tests at the holding company level. However, considering the
projection, to apply the | FZ#EHL7ZET, Z0&H MERETHY, BILTER 7 X—=D+0nii#E% R o T 3BT, CPA ICX % |level of liquidity risk of the insurance sector, a materiality-based approach
liquidity stress test and then | FEICN T 5 ~T 1 v + D Al TR ko 5 Z L IFHBNIE CEE LR - FTH B L FE 2 5729, it 5 | should be taken. We believe implementation of the CPA should be avoided,
to evaluate its impact and | %8 & BTEN 7o % 5F XTHDLLEEZERD, as insurance sector is currently maintaining a sufficient liquidity level, and it
potential  application of | flig %, Lidd CPA IC[F would impose an excessive burden against its objectives.
haircuts on assets? If not, | L E 920, [z | D XQl chZEo e EY, CPA FAE L Wi TRIZET %,
please explain and provide | &%, FtHHE L% L TL As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA
suggestions. 7230, is unnecessary.

10 | Do you agree with the | B[ 10:FkattL <~ T | No |fREw 7 2 —DlEIMEY X7 DL v zfis 2, BEMICIG U727 v —F %% | We believe performing at the holding company level should be avoided as it
proposal to perform the CPA | CPA % HEjiti+ 2% &\ 5 $2 RETHY, BILTRIZ Z—tohm@MEz ko T 3BT, H7x 5 v — FHIH | would require an excessive burden despite the sector’s sufficient liquidity
at the holding company | ZICEEL 32, [ T FRSHL RV TOEfiZ KD 2 Z LTI ERETHLLER D, level.
level? If not, please explain | 2 | ®E&Id, i & 2K
and provide suggestions. ZEECLE T, ¥Ol clHZED L BsH, CPAIRAE L W FifETRIET 5, As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

is unnecessary.

11 | Are there any other | B 1LEEEHEH O X | No - -
categories of cash inflows or | 912, F v v a2 7u—G
outflows that should be | HECTHi{fEI N d > 72
added that were ot |BMFTRNEFryvia-A
captured by the cash flow | v 7o —XigF¥ v v a2 -
statement, such as asset | 77 F7u—oftioh 5
management activities? T —EH Y I

12 | Do you agree with using | Ef] 12:¥ v v > 27 v — | No FEEMNR~T Ay FTlda, ¥ F U AISU 7=l O % K3 & L5 2 %, | Instead of fixed haircuts, we believe that prices should reflect increases
haircuts from the ILR for | B L T\ 355 ICHE /decreases depending on the scenario.
assets to be applied if thereis | Fl & 11 2 EFEIC D W T, XQl chHZEDEBY, CPA IFAEL Wi TRIZET 5,

a cash flow deficit? If not, | [LRDO~7 /v + Z{FH As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA
provide your explanation | % Z & IC[EEL ¥ 32, is unnecessary.
and suggestions. Wz | oFfi, 3
EREZLTLET Y,
13 | Do you prefer to collect and | B[] 13: fl 21X, EFLD 3 |Yes | EiL XA FHlE 3252 & T VRN EEHZREL b7, BT 5, We agree with the proposal to make it a high-level cash flow projection, as

this will allow more efficient calculation.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

1S unnecessary.




SON

o IR R (IAIS) THIBIE A b ) 2 2 OHE: 7 = — X 2 BT 2 TR HscH ) (s 2 R AT
i, BAREICEREIL T 2 &
W,

14 | Do you prefer to collect and | E[H 14:fff/&F 2 ICid# X | No |[BHMOBAEZEZ 2 XY v FE2RWEE LR WO HmEL &\, We do not prefer to collect and analyse the underlying cash inflows and
analyse the underlying cash | 1T\ 2 X 9 1c, HiffL 7x outflows as listed in Annex 2 since we do not believe there is benefit beyond
inflows and outflows aslisted | 2 ¥ ¥ v v 2 «+ f vV 71— mz<, Shf&RI N7 CPAICHE L 725, REEEINAZ & 7% v v 2 7 v — | the additional burden.
in Annex 2? Note that this | £ 77 F 7r—%IUEL, THIDFRERRBIED 7 V1, HRTIR—RIICEAI T ARWv e EZ b, it
option  provides more | ST EH L EMEL F BEICA P L AT R RTHTE AT A= 2F %2 {AAD L AREECH Y, FHEEX 2 | In addition, aliquidity model that utilizes cash flow projection including
accuracy at the cost of a| 9722 ZDA T a v &l g%z 52 &5, CPADEANICIIFRIETE v, premiums written, which is necessary for the CPA, has not been widely
higher reporting burden. If | 3 % &, L& — MEKD introduced in Japan, and therefore, it is difficult to incorporating stress
yes, explain your reasoning. | BHAKZ {7 ) 325, ¥O1l clHZEDLshH, CPAIRAE L VI FifETHIET 5, testing, market parameters, etc. into liquidity analysis. For such reasons, we

BESE ELE T, [T do not agree with the introduction of the CPA itself as the difficulties exceed
DYEk. £ O % FiH its benefits.
LT 7T,
As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA
is unnecessary.

15 | Do you have any suggestions | B[ 15:f1JE#E 2 ICid# X | No FrylaZr—DA4vy7a—T vt 7ar—IOoWT, [#EETCF #/EH L T\ | Regarding the question of cash flow (inflow and outflow), in cases where CF
for changes or additions to |1 CW5 4 v 7u—¢ 7 256032 D % D XIOEEL W, is prepared using the indirect method, cash flow figures cannot be provided.
the inflows and outflows as | 7 b 7 @ — D2 R £ 72 1%
listed in Annex 2? BAMC 2 T 2 FE R 1T ¥Ql chZEoEEY, CPA ZAE L W HiIETRIZET %, As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

HY EIT D is unnecessary.

16 | Do you agree with the | B[ 1642 I T3 F |- - -
proposed main types of cash | ¥ v ¥ 2 - 77 F 7w —D
outflows as specified in this | 7 % 4 FICEET % 5,
section? If not, please | [V 2z | DEHIT, EE
provide clarification and | TXZfh 7V b 7 a—
suggestions ~ for  other | LD W T DFIH L EE %
outflows that should be | 2L T 72w,
considered.

17 | Do you agree with the three | B\ 17:CPA IZH2E & 11T | No RIEStEIZ, UToesh 2oy 2 RET AL OWRENINEY R 27133 L | Due to the business model described below (1~3), insurance companies are

proposed time horizons (30
days, 90 days and 1-year) for
the CPA? If not, please
explain and provide your

suggestions.

W3 =20 HA/I(30 H, 90
HBE X 1 F)IcHELZ
T, Tz | o8&,
M EREEITo> T
Ty,

fEwEEZLNS, o T, 17O LCR @ X 5 AMiflofsiEce =4 1) v 7 %{T
SMEMIIMEL, 3 rHE wo XA LFTA XY TCOMGED BEM IF K720, 1
EDRALLFTAXY TOWMGEICHD 5 XE L EZ 5,

OFF Y 2RO ICEMN 2 1To T RIRITE L LT, RBEAHITEE O K5y
EREMEOEWEE (5% CHRELTEY., FHoESFEICIGA D 0I5
BEEY —RAIEHELTWE I L,

QOBEERBEEICE S TOREABESE = - A THZERKEEICR D RBEILIIC
DWTC, HRICB T2 #E0FH 2 R Ch, KEREDLS 3 PH TR ET T 5
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considered to have significantly low liquidity risk, especially in the short term.
Therefore, monitoring it in short-term such as 3-month time horizon is

unnecessary, and the time horizon should be limited to 1-year.

(1) Compared to the banking industry where loans are made to earn interest
margins, insurance companies hold most of their assets in highly liquid assets
(such as bonds) and maintain sufficient sources of funds to meet short-term
funding needs.

(2) Regarding claim payments related to catastrophes, which is a major
funding need for non-life insurance companies, past cases in Japan show that

payments are rarely completed within 3-months of the occurrence of a
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fileht) & e~ RIREERIE DRI TEN I3k 4 72 B2 RIC X Y filfI % Z 0 CE v | BT | (3) With regards to the needs for funds (mainly for life insurance companies)
DR E REHIRIIE LBz nweZEZ2bNE T L, associated with the surrender of insurance policies, as opposed to the

cancellation of deposit accounts, insurance policyholders’ behavior to
¥O1l clHZED L sh, CPAIRAE L W) FifETHIET 5, surrendering insurance policies is disincentivized by various factors, and

therefore, it is difficult to assume a large surrender rate in a short period of

time.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

is unnecessary.

18 | Do you think the investing | B[] 18: % ¥ v v 2 7 v — | Yes | HADEHFRBES ML, EARWICERBIEES CH 2 AliEZ5 TEM L T % 729, | Japanese non-life insurance companies basically invest in securities, which
section of the cash flow |FtEFOHE LI v 3 v WENMER P L AT X MICEBWT, SEHEED PP MEININEICS 2 27813 K &E & | are essentially highly liquid bonds. Therefore, in a liquidity stress test, a
statement should be stressed | |3 LST TZ t L X% 5 F EZEzbid, decline in assets under management would have a significant impact on
in the LST? Would you add | 2 X & 72 & Bwx 32, [ft liquidity.
or subtract certain investing | JEH 2 ICEE I N TV 3 X ¥OQl clHZED L BshH, CPAIRAE L W FifETRIET 5,
cash inflows or outflows as | 9 I1C, FFEDHEF ¥ v v As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA
listed in Annex 27 2 A4v7u—%7%ETY is unnecessary.

M7 — % IR 72 LR
BLET,

19 | Do you think the operating | B 19:% v v 2 7v— | Yes |- -
section of the cash flow |EFEEDEE X7 > g v
statement should be stressed | 3 LST TX F L X% 2:1F
in the LST? Would you add | 2 X & 72 & ¥ 92, [ft
or subtract certain operating | JEH 2 ICREEH I N TV 3 X
cash inflows or outflows as | 9 I, FFE D EZEEH I X
listed in Annex 27 5F ¥y via-Av7a—

FET7 Y F7ue—%0
BEZIEEL %2,

20 | Do you think the financing | E[f] 20:F¥ v v 2 78m— |Yes |fHlzida Iy AV FCEFLRFICLZ2ESMEL., WBIMER b L AFHCTEB W T, | We believe stressing the financing section of the cash flow statement in the
section of the cash flow |GFEFOMBE L7 v 3 v HELEHZR T IDOTH L2720, AL AT EERIIDH LD DEEZ LN | LST is significant, as funding through commitments and bond repos play an
statement should be stressed | ¥ LST TX F L X% 2:1F %, important role in a liquidity stress event.
in the LST? Would you add | 2 X & 72 & B 32, [
or subtract certain financing | JEE 2 ICFl#E T LT3 X ¥Q1l cHZED L BhH, CPAIRAE L W FifETHIET 2, As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA
cash inflows or outflows as | 9 I1C, FFEDMHF v+ v~ is unnecessary.
listed in Annex 27 2 A4vIu—%7%ETY

M 7w — %A 7 2
HLETH?
21 | Do you agree with the | B[ 215&RL =AM | No | RGO o F ) AICIZFES 225, BIMBZRRBES F ) A 2&IES 5 & I13EAEE | While we agree with the financial crisis scenario, additional insurance

selected adverse liquidity

AP LR vF Y A
FELET2. [z ]o

RS RIBE L 2 22 b, FEETNEThRU,

scenarios should not be implemented as it would be overly conservative

assumption.
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stress scenario? If not,

provide clarification.
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XOI1 CHED L5, CPA IZAE L W SRR CEET 2,

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

is unnecessary.

22

Do you want to propose a

different liquidity stress
scenario? If yes, provide its

detailed parameters.

i 220 o mEtE R » v
A F VA ERELE T
Do M| OE&EIF. #
DM YT A — 2 &R
LTL7ET W,

No

23

the
proposed adverse GDP and

Do you agree with

market parameters? If not,

provide clarification and

suggestions.

B 23:4REI N TR
fl7z GDP & i 85 X —
ZICFET 55, Wiz
DLEIE, B LIRER L
TR ZET 0,

GDP i X7 XA — 2 % HBIALTZF ¥ v 2 7 v — FHNTFEHFRNICHEE L # 2
5, £z, N7 XA -2 0REMIRIEZFRTRZTH 3,

Ol ChEZDLBY, CPAIRAEL W EHETHET S,

It is practically difficult to forecast cash flow which incorporates GDP and
market parameters. In addition, the basis for calculating the parameters
should be disclosed.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

is unnecessary.

24

Do you agree that CPA
should

contain adverse parameters

adverse  scenario

related to insurance
liabilities? If yes, do you have
any suggestions for adverse
parameters for cash outflows
insurance

related to

liabilities?

B 24:CPA DA 7> 5
U A E, PR AR B S
LRI ANT A= R EE
URETHDHZLICHE
LETh, [T &k
(JFxxe ). frEREfEIC
BT 2%y a-TY
F7a—D AR T A
— ZIZ DWW T 2R E I
HYEF D

BAEARH RS A—2 L LTHEIN TV 3D IISRGHKDO S F A Th A, b
LR A ICBEI T 2 A Hl 287 A = 2258 N& b &, Salfat e ARKEEIHE
ReFE3 2>V A b, HEEROMK L, XOVELWF I AIcHnseEbh
%,

72, NSO DERPETRBHCHET 2 F ) FIE, U 227 Z0EE 2 Tw 211K
2L OERZ L iR e ks Z B EEIND,

T —REABICET 2 M T A =22 B AT IEAETD, THXTA—XL
REEEE T A — 2 OMHBEBIRZERL T, BECAFarF VA ehbRnid
KRN T A= 2 T I N RE,

Ol CHEZDEBY, CPAIRAEL WIEHETHET S,

As the financial crisis scenario is currently assumed to be the unfavorable
parameter, if an unfavorable parameter related to insurance liabilities is added
to this, it would mean that the financial crisis and a natural disaster will
occur simultaneously within the scenario. This would be a more severe
scenario with a lower probability of occurrence.

Furthermore, such scenario with events occurring simultaneously would not
reflect the reality of insurance companies that diversify their risks.

If unfavorable parameters for insurance liabilities are to be introduced, each
parameter should be adjusted so that the scenario will not result in an
excessively unfavorable scenario by taking into account the correlation

between market parameters and insurance liability parameters.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

is unnecessary.

25

Do you want to add other
variables and parameters
into the adverse liquidity
If yes,

stress  scenario?

provide suggestions.

HH 25:% Ot DZEE ¥
7 X — X % AH 7n R B
A FLR T AITEM
L7zwTd 2, [idwv] o
Lieid, #Ez ALK
72X\,

WMEIMEICA P LR F VA ZHAADL Z & HIERREETH Y, T A —XDEMD

LE R,

Ol cHFD LB, CPARAEL WIFIHECHET 2,

We do not want other variables and parameters to be added, as it is difficult

to incorporate stress scenarios into liquidity analysis.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

1S unnecessary.

26

Do you prefer to have several
targeted stressed
scenarios/projections (in
comparison to the currently
combined

proposed one

adverse scenario)?

HRE 26: (BIEREINT
W EEAEN ARy S
VAL T) WD
POHBEET AL R
FIUA/TMEERE S
D

FEMEICA P LR F U A RHAALC L AEBREECHD, XA FLRXTF I FD
BANTE E 2w,

XQI1 THED L5, CPA IZAE L W SRR CEET 2,

We do not want other variables and parameters to be added, as it is difficult

to incorporate stress scenarios into liquidity analysis.

As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

1s unnecessary.
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month time horizon similarly
to the BCBS’ LCR, ie. 3-
month ILR liquidity sources
(as defined in the Table 5)
will be divided by net 3-
month

cash outflows (a

difference between cash
outflows and inflows from all
operating, financing and
funding activities as defined
in the Chapter 2)? If not

provide your comments.

BRic. 3 2 H oIRE#iH <
DEtEEZHEL T35, 3
2>H o ILR wEh Y — &
(X5 CELRINTWB X
H12) 1E. 3 »2HDOHF v
vy a Ty 7ua—(5E2
HTERLZTRTOH
ENEE), WIS E B X O&
EFEEH P ODF ¥ v
YacTUbTu—bAfV
7u—0E)CThRING,
Moz FHELARW) D

oA CTHEZRVWEEZLND,

27 | Do you believe the selected | Ef 275& R L =AM 75 | No | Ko F U A3 FRB 23KEMHEORA ML A2 F VAL LTERELZD DT, fDEIC | As this scenario was set by the FRB as a stress scenario for the US market,
adverse liquidity scenario is | BjfES U Ak, H7%x75 BT 2 ICIEERR P LE L FE 2 5, careful consideration is needed when applying it to other countries.
relevant to the countries you | &) L T \» 2 [ENICBHE L
operate in? If not, what| TW3 tBwnFE I, [ KREILADENC D W TIFEEE P YZEOFIRICEIL 72> F U AIfEIETZ % X 5 | For countries besides the US, supervisors should be able to modify the
would be the relevant | Wz | OE&HIE, Hzh I E, scenario to suit the current situation of country respective jurisdictions.
stresses for the countries you | &) L T \» % [E[IC B E# 5
operate in? 5AMLREFMTCL XD XQl chZEo e Y, CPA FAE L Wi TRIZET %, As we commented on Q1, our response is based on the premise that the CPA

D is unnecessary.

28 | Do you agree with the | & 28:CPA OF & RA | No Ql chlZED LB b, CPA DEAICITEFL &\, As we commented on Q1, we do not agree with the introduction of the CPA.
summary of benefits and | D B ICFEE L £ 35,
limitations of the CPA? If | TWw\»x | D& IX. i
not, please provide some | L TL 72X\,
clarification.

29 | Do you agree with the | E[f29:ILR OEIE=— |Yes |REMET 77 7 4 VITERE, VS RFEIC L > THRER 5729, ZDiEWE ILR I | Since liquidity profiles vary according to business categories and
consideration of differences | X K IC I 1F % 4 oy {5 BWTEEINLIRZXLEZ S, characteristics, we believe that these differences should be taken into account
in liquidity profiles of life | &%k, BFRBESH. FE in the ILR.
insurers, non-life insurers | Rt D WENIE T 0 7 7
and reinsurers in the ILR |/ VDEWEZEE T 5 Z
liquidity needs factors? If | LICFELET5? [V
not, please explain and | 2] DA, FHHAL TR
provide your suggestions. FrRtL Tl T,

30 | Do you agree with the use of | B[ 30:EA I 2 D[] | No | #iBINARMESO T L L TEALDEFIEIHZ D00, RIS OFEIHO BN Y X | Although it is stated that 3-month time horizon will be a supplementary time
two time horizons for the | (1 £& 3 22H) #{HH< 71K, Bl 1 Ef oA CRIERWEE 2 5N 5, horizon, since the short-term liquidity risk of insurance companies is low, we
EA: 1-year and 3-month | 2 Z L ICHEL ¥ 3 2, consider only 1-year time horizon to be appropriate.
time horizons? If not, please | [\ \»x | D& X, FiHA
explain and provide your | EIREZ#{TH>TL I\,
suggestions.

31 | Do you prefer to calculate 3- | & 31:BCBS @ LCR &[] | No Q17 3LV Q30 ClIZE DY, RSO OWENE Y X 7 11K <. HRTIZ 1 4 | As commented on Q17 and Q30, we consider only 1-year time horizon to be

appropriate since the short-term liquidity risk for insurance companies is low.




SONPO

- PRI H SR (IATS) THIBIE A b ) 2 AORE: 7 = — X 2 (BT 5 i ifakscs ) cnh 3 MRS
Liarld, BERERAL CL
72 &,

32 |Do you agree with the | EM 32:48FE I N TV 20 | Yes |BRIBEBIICN ST 227 AR -V % —2l#EY — RGO 2D IT@ETIEE R 5, We believe that it is appropriate to include exposure to financial institutions
proposed  approach to |BT7 7mr—FICFEEL Z as liquidity sources.
financials? If not, please | 2>, [y x| DAL,
explain and provide your |FiFHEf&RE %X {T-> T &
suggestions. T,

33 | Do you agree with the |E[H 33: &7 7 v Ficx] |Yes |&ETZ7 7V FTHhoThH, HEESIFEEOTRENNEZ KILL TH Y | JiBIE Y — X | We agree with the proposal that investment funds reflect the liquidity of the
proposed  approach to | T AR’EINLT T — EmD B, LWIHIEZHKFAET S, £/, PEL~v Y77V FOEWICEHL | underlying asset and can be included in liquidity sources. In addition,
investment funds? If not, | FICHEEL T2, [ T3 25, EIICE D O b EIEY — R ICEFE N VRICD W TIZSHMRET 234 | although the difference between private-equity and hedge funds is discussed
please explain and provide | 2 | ®E&1E, i L 2% WThdrEEZD, on the paper, the fact that neither of these are included in the liquidity sources
your suggestions. ZIToTLZE 0, needs to be reviewed in the future.

[Based on that, the TAIS does not consider including hedge funds into the ILR
liquidity sources.| 1%, [hedge-funds, private-equity funds and other similar closed- | The sentence "Based on that, the IAIS does not consider including hedge
end funds | DOREEVTIZ7R D, funds into the ILR liquidity sources" seems to be a mistake for "Based on that,
the TAIS does not consider including hedge-funds, private-equity funds and
other similar closed-end funds".

34 | Do you agree with the |ER] 34:vV 7V vf&, PSE | No £ 5 EAGERANER G DR\, ARG TlE, GSE,PSE, #:Af4<T BBB LA |- T% | Table 5 does not seem to match the description. In the description, GSE, PSE,
proposed factors for | f&. GSE fFIC DWW THRE X IERRE oo T B —J7 T, £5 Tl GSEGEFHD A AL E L 7> TWww%, BBB | and corporate bonds are eligible if they are rated BBB or higher, while in
sovereign/PSE/GSE  debt | 1 CW 2 HKICFHE L % LA E D& THILTRENEICIN Z 2 2 & IENREIT N, Table 5, only GSE securities rated A or higher are eligible. We have no
instruments? If not, please | 2% Wz | DEAIL, objection to adding to liquidity if the bonds are rated BBB or higher.
explain and provide your | B  fRL%ZfT> T 7
suggestions. Ty,

35 | Do you agree with the |&[f 35:IEE@iaEMESRAL | No 7a— USRI D 7 54 7V TEHICH L TeeRFNRREEE 2S5, ¥ 7Y | We consider that the proposed factors are rather conservative compared to
proposed factors for non- | i (HN—FHV F% v EFRRIC, MEAHC X o THIUHZERET 2L 0IFEZLH LD TIER VD, the criteria of global rating agencies. Setting factors depending on the rating
financial corporate debt | &) IKDOWTIREI N in the same manner as sovereigns, may be an option.
instruments (including | T\ 2 EHRFRICFE T 2 2
covered bonds)? If not, | [Wrz | DFEIE, A
please explain and provide | &K% 1T-> TL X\,
your suggestions.

36 | Do you agree with the | &[] 36: 2R XN T34 | No 7a— UK D 2 74 7V THICH L TOoeRTFNARRE L E 2 5, ¥ 7Y | We consider that proposed factors are rather conservative compared to the
proposed factors for | il & 5 1 & il R & oD G 2L vEFRRIC, BMICX o THUTHZRET 2L 0WIFEZLDH LD TIER VD, criteria of global rating agencies. Setting factors depending on the rating in
financial corporate debt | RICFEE T %20, Wz ] the same manner as sovereigns, may be an option.
instruments? If not, please | D&, FiH L IREZ 1T
explain and provide your | > TK 7Z &\,
suggestions.

37 | Do you agree with the | &[] 37 LI N T3 | No LHRRDERE G D T L ICEKT %25, i€ L 72 R DRI (fth o FFilik%EE < [E | Although we agree with the inclusion of factors for common equity, we would
proposed factors for | B OEE (MEB X FROBEHZ L TWBE I LeEZHTE) ITOWTRLTIZL WY, like to know the rationale for setting the factors (e.g., that other evaluation
common  equity (both | WIEM B D7) 1< [FE organizations use similar calculations and approaches).
financials and non- | T35, Wz | &
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financials)? If not, please

explain and provide your

3, AL REET- TS
72E 0,
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detailed

factors for surrender values

recalibration of

based on historical surrender

rates of  participating

D i) AT He D THERY
fifi %8 D %A %2 FEA 1 P 8L
Ed2cezRmELET
D T XKD eI,

DEFHMEE TR FZhvweFEZLN, HE LR,

suggestions.

38 | Do you agree with the | E[f 38:FE R L 2imEER | No | iEitED » 2 ETF, iEED & 2 #%E(E7t. MMF O Y — R {REDMEK W & & 2 | We consider that the factors for liquid ETFs, liquid mutual funds, and MMFs
proposed factors for selected | & 7 7 ¥ FDIRE S 1L C %o JREFEO BN KR U 72088 (B2 IXRERED~T 71 v b FICHET 24(5F) % | are low. Factors should be set to reflect the liquidity of the underlying asset
liquid investment funds? If | \» 2 B [KIC[FE 3 % 2, BRETRELEZ D, (e.g., a figure equivalent to the haircut rate of the underlying asset).
not, please explain and| Wz | DAL, FiHH
provide your suggestions. EREEIToTLEE W, F 7o, BE L7 RBORIL (fth o SRR CRBR DB A LT\ 5 2 & 2F 2 J7%) | We would also like to know the rationale for setting the factors (e.g., that

IZDWTI/R L TR Ly, other evaluation organizations use similar calculations and approaches).

39 | Do you agree with the | B[ 39:48KINTw3iE | No |%E 3 »H4IE 1 F£d 1/4 £ LT 85%IxT L 20%) IEMKIZ R WD DD, | We agree with the proposed factor (setting 3-month time horizon at 20% as
proposed factors for non-life | & & gk}l o BRI [H & L PC2020(Q7) ToZoi# by, CIF (fREkl7ZR &) & COF (Rl - FH¥EE L) | opposed to 85% for a 1-year time horizon). However, as commented to Public
premiums? If not, please | 320, Wz | DA DMK T 2 ERGET BHIEE T, EEMICIRBERIZ RN T 2 LY & E 2 D, Consultation (PC) 2020 (Q7), for the sake of simplicity we consider it is
explain and provide your | (X, FHEIRE%#1T> TK appropriate to exclude insurance premiums assuming that CIF (such as
suggestions. 7230, insurance premiums) and COF (such as insurance claims and operating

expenses) offset each other.

40 | Do you agree with the | &[] 40:38EMTESIEE M | No | EEMESMEX, a—ro—v, CP (a~v—v vy r_—o3—) JGHEI{E 7 & & [A] | Since certificates of deposit are short-term financial instruments with
proposed factors for|*a Iy b AV FITAV U L REMEDS RIS CH 2 720, 40%-50%D 7 7 7 X — (LW ICLRSFHY & % | liquidity similar to call loans, commercial paper (CP), and short-term
certificates of deposit and | KA[HEHIC DWW TRE X A5, W&, HERICHET IR EY EZ D, £/, 2 Iy P AV T4 VEREIH | sovereigns, we believe that the factor of 40%-50% is overly conservative. We
undrawn committed lines? If | #0 T\ 2 EKIC[FE T 5 FICOWTH, 10-15%D 7 7 7 X — LB ICRTFI L E X 5, believe it is appropriate to treat them in the same manner as cash and
not, please explain and | 2> [\ x| DEAIX, & deposits. We also believe that the factor of 10-15% for undrawn committed
provide your suggestions. BHEREZIT-o T X lines is overly conservative.

W,

41 | Do you agree with the | & 4142 T3 3| No FET 27200MMERL TIEL W, The rationale for the differentiation should be provided.
proposed factors | 2> HHAR] & 1 AR 0 ZEH
differentiation between 3- | DERICFEET 22, [
month and 1-year time | \»Z ] DAL, HH L 1@
horizons? If not, please | X% {T-> TL 72T\,
explain and provide your
suggestions.

42 | Do you think any additional | & 42 : ILR GF&EDBRIC, | No - -
relevant  liquidity source | BIIM R REIE Y — X %
should be considered in the | HE T XEZ LE 2z b F
ILR calculation? If yes, | 32 [1Z\V] O&AIX, &
please explain and provide | BH L 2L % 17> T 72 &
your suggestions. W,

43 | Do you prefer to conduct a | B[ 43:ZIN{RFRE D ZE | No HERMR SO BEMAERMB T, —MIER AL v TH Y | BEIZEIE IR 2 KR4 | Given that the policy reserves of non-life insurance companies are mainly

accumulated in the general account and that the surrender values related to
the reserve account is not considered to be material, we do not consider this

to be necessary.

10
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mnsurers?

substantial reporting

burden.
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44

the

time

Do you agree with
proposed  3-month
horizon factors? If not,

provide your explanation

and suggestions.

B 44 E T hTw3 3
»H OIS 74 X v oD
HRICFEAZELE T2, [
WA OEEE, BiH LR
ErELTLEZ 0,

PC2020 THEA LMD, R—=R &L x> Tw3 1ED Y X7 REEMNIcE < .
1 XV 3 2HD Y RZFE TR D REAROFERERICEDE TRIEICH T
ARETH B, nB, 7 HicAFEI N IAIS @ Resolution (no. 10) Tix"Answer/
comment is noted and potential alternatives to the surrender's factors will be
considered in the project's Phase 2" & O [0|Z 235 - 7z L 385k L T 5,

<1HED Y 27 o>wT (PC2020 pERE[FEIL) >

- (RBRELHE DRI TEN IR 2 2 BEIRNIC X 0 #li 232 TE b L K E R EE
L7 eEZ 5, (FlZiE, BFN<F LT 1 5 Low (RFAT 4 HL), N E T
DRFEIHIRI 2 Low (1 ERLAPICHHESSHN) Tdh - 72856, A o iRz
50% & BE X T B A B R ITHEE L 72 HARDIRIESHET D 2 g & DRIk
BRL CTwizy,)

CAXECIREIN TV RHITHEES D V) X 735, $THEICE T 3 THE D Y 22
¥ D EIRfEICIEWEZFEH L, BATES % 25%, EATES % 50% or 100% & LT
WELTWD, —7Jj, ko & B0, REAMEIZIRITHES XY SR Y X7 23K
EEZOLND -0, RRABEOREIL. D EWRETH - Th ., MITHS DR D
R/MEX D DIELSHET 2 2 L BEANTH S,

- BRrIcix. A BT OREE EE ORI R AMEAR L EHOREICE VT
X 50% 100%CTH 525, ZhEMEAN EANATOTHESDFRBOR/IMED 25%,/
50% & U DIKVIKHEL TRELEZ B,

RSt AEOWRENE Y X 7 B KICEHI T 5 2 LX) R 7 EEEICRERN K
TR MG L v 2 Rastt o IcH 2T 2 2L icdbnd, ZOBlE2LD
RREEOREMEY 2 7 FEEICFHIIT_ETh h ., RRpEMOERICAH X OB
fTOKEED S KIFICHE T IF2_&ETH 2,

<3 HPHD IV RZFEEICDONT>

32HD Y AZBREICOWTIE, TR H2 S 1 F0 ) A7 1/4 FBEE T 25X
%,

TR 7 X — LR TR R 7 2 — DfFEH) Y 2 7 DMK & 9 FRERIC YL TR
ICIRRIR DA LR T 2 HE R B AR RV 0, BRI o fSE I s LT,
Hefligic B35 L ET 2 R E,

As we commented to PC 2020, the 1-year risk factor used as the base is
generally high, and both the 1-year and 3-month risk factors should be
significantly lowered to match the actual situation of insurance liabilities. We
recognize that the TAIS Resolution (no. 10) released in July states that
"Answer/ comment is noted and potential alternatives to the surrender's

factors will be considered in the project's Phase 2".

<The risk factor for 1-year > (same as our comments to PC 2020)
The risk factors are generally high, and it should be reduced significantly to

match the actual risk regarding insurance liabilities.

Since the likelihood of policyholder runs occurring are lowered by various
factors as described in the document, we do not anticipate high surrender
rates. For instance, when the economic penalty is Low (no economic penalty)
and the time restraints to cancel is Low (less than 1 week), the factor for retail
contracts is set at 50%. However, in Japan, there have been no cases where

insurers faced such high surrender rates.

The risk factor for bank deposits proposed in the document is set at 25% for
retail deposits and 50% or 100% for commercial deposits, applying factors
close to the upper limit of the risk factor for deposits in banking regulations.
However, liquidity risk of insurance liabilities is considered to be lower than
that of bank deposits, and therefore, in terms of consistency, the highest risk
factor applicable to insurance liabilities should be lower than the lowest risk

factor applicable to bank deposits.

Specifically, it is proposed that the highest risk factor of insurance liabilities
for individuals is 50% and that for corporations is 100%, but we consider that

this should be lower than the lowest risk factor of retail/commercial deposits

(25%/50%).

Overestimating the liquidity risk of insurers' liabilities may also constrain
management of insurers in providing stable finance to risk assets. From this
perspective, the liquidity risk of insurance liabilities should be carefully
assessed and significantly reduced from current levels to match the actual risk

of insurance products.

11
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<The risk factor for 3-month time horizon>
The risk factor for 3-month time horizon should be about 1/4 of the risk factor
for 1-year time horizon. Based on the understanding that surrender risk in the
insurance sector is lower than in the banking sector, there is no rationale for
assuming a sharp increase in the surrender rate in the short term. Therefore,
the surrender rate should be assumed to increase proportionally over time.

45 | Do you agree with the | &[] 45:f&/ "IN T 348 | No EHORREE D@7 7 7 2 —Th 2 IBERBEFHRCEM % EE 3 5 Z L 135 | Consideration of non-life insurance claims and expenses, which are likely to
proposed factors for non-life | E{f[REFE KB X & H WCZ SO WIERAE S ARENER B 5 720, PC2020 iIcks T, CIF (Rl &) | fluctuate, may lead to results that do not match the actual situation.
claims and expenses? If not, | ® R ICFEE L £ 3 2, & COF (fRFu4s - EHEL L) PHEKT 2 EINET 2 HEEFFL T3, Therefore, we support the method of assuming that CIF (such as premiums)
please explain and provide | [\ x| OF& X, FHA and COF (such as claims and operating expenses) offset each other.
your suggestions. EREEIToTLIEX 0, b, [HERBEHERKSLOCER] cdilic TEBAKLZFRERS L W

(section3.3.2.6) | %k v AL H A1, [HEERKREHE KB X OCEMH ] 1 b & T T | As there are cases where a part of insurance payments and expenses due to
W HARKEICK 2RSS L CERMHYEE X T AT v b &b X 9 ICHE | catastrophic events is included in “claims and expenses,” if "catastrophe claim
ERESFERB X OCEM] S Lk THARKERBEZIA G OwTF s o TYE%EHH | payments” (section 3.3.2.6) is to be incorporated separately from "claims and
BYERT DMER D D L EZ D, expenses”, we believe it is necessary to deduct the amount of insurance

payments and expenses due to catastrophic events in either "claims and
expenses" or "catastrophe claim payments" to avoid double-counting.

46 | Do you agree that life | B[ 46:37E, ARk, | - - -
premiums, claims  and | ffES. F2E L LR I &
expenses are currently not | £ LT\ 72\ 2 &I [[E
included in the ILR? If not, | T % 2>, W2 | OHH
please provide clarification. | I&. FFHL T 72X\,

47 | Do you agree with the | &[] 4738 RINT 5% | Yes |- -
proposed factors for | fE& VY X 7 O B/ ICFE
reserving risk? If not, please | 32 %, W\ 2 | OHH
explain and provide your | (X, FHHEIRE%#1T>TK
suggestions. 7230,

48 |Do you agree with the | B 48R I N T3k | No | RERZZFIABFERMEN X5 2 & 2HifdIc, REBREEEI O —E &A% Bt = — X | While a certain percentage of unearned premiums is included in liquidity
proposed factors for | FELRRRE O NI [F & ELTWwWB R, 1FZNEPLE T 2HEMROIAK CIHEKLIRREES OB IZEM E % | needs on the assumption that insurance policies will be cancelled in the
unearned premiums? If not, | L 32>, W2 | DA 2579, ReFEAFHFEICIEFEEL &R\, future, given that the impact by cancellation refunds is small in non-life
please explain and provide | I&, FiPH L IRE %2 1T TK insurance, in which products are mainly 1-year policies, we do not agree with
your suggestions. 72X W0, B, 30AL 1THFEDO) AIFHEBFEL L 7> T b RIIAEHEIN TR WD, 320H | this calculation method.

DYV RAIEBEGTNETIT&ThH 5,
In addition, setting the same risk factors for 3-month and 1-year time horizon
1s unreasonable; risk factors for 3-months should be lowered.

49 | Do you agree with the | &[] 49:f&/R¥ N T3 | No PERROEREHICE S 77 7 2 =1L Tlid, XA OCERBRE xS 32 BEFE4E | With regards to the factors based on actual figures at the year-end close, we

proposed  approach  for
reinsurance recoveries? If
not, please explain and

provide your suggestions.

REEEI D 7 7' v — F i
FELETH [z o
LBeid. i e RRE % 1T -
TR Z T,

EHEZ R E S5 2 L 2R L2\ (fiid - IBNR O R ClI RS I IR 24
XL, FEZ A LR w0 er —21dH YD) .

would like to confirm that it considers reinsurance recoveries already incurred
for paid claims. (There are exceptional cases where insurance companies do
not have the right to claim reinsurance at the time of accumulating technical

provision and IBNR reserves.)

12
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509, 12.5% & v 5 fREUE, BRSO BRI 2 IE L 25 & 13k EEL L TR E
CHSAPKERER IO U 72 Rk & % The factors set at 50% and 12.5% are high when assuming reinsurers with
high credit ratings. Therefore, factors should be based on the rating and
3 H~6 2 AILEE OHERERIN DO 4 7 rTh b, Z ORICEINE 115 SFEHICD | creditworthiness of reinsurers.
T, REE 0% 32 DIEYI TRy, MiEOA 7T -5 X OREOREL b
B4~ & Considering three to six months is the normal cycle for reinsurance
recoveries, it is inappropriate to set the factor at 0% for amounts recovered
during this period. A review of the period categories and factors should be
considered.
50 | Do you agree with the | &[] 50:5IE X N/ZKELR | No | fEEAICEL Y FEIEEST 2 w) EADHE EIHL LAaDE T, ZtEHNEE 74 C | Inlight of the purpose of the EA to identify trends in a simplified manner, we
refined factors for | B4 S HA W o FAIC [F] = HHMLZZARKEFYV R 7 0BEZEHT 20 CidZn ., FELInzFiEZH 5 | suggest that it would be better to use a standardized method, such as
catastrophe claim payments? | L £ 32, [ W\ 2 | D6 e B, BRI E AR -y =L LT—ED Y R 7R EBET 255D )57 | multiplying premiums by a certain risk factor as exposure, and calculate

If not, please explain and

provide your suggestions.

X, B IRE R 1To TK
V- AR

ERHOWT, BRI T EEREZR—R T35 LT, BERKEE
ZZEBRWEEZ D,

IS B SRR

ES f:\ FREREINE I O W TR FBNICRED 5 2 L3RR D,
EEEEMESPBR I NT) FRNREEL T RETHELE XD,

KET LDT

B, [HERBESFERBLCEM] L Eilic TARKEFERBEE LW
(section3.3.2.6) | Zf&k VAL A ICiE, THEERBEESHE K LXOCHEMH] I ETh
T2 ARKFIC L 2RBEs L CBEHMHLYEL X T AT v e bl Hl
MEEGRBEFE R L OB b LIk THRKEERET V] onTFiric Ty
SRR T 2B DL L EZ B,

payments for catastrophes based on disclosed information, rather than using

natural catastrophe risk figures calculated by each company's internal model.

In addition, we would like to confirm whether it is possible to estimate the
timing of reinsurance recoveries in an objective manner. If it is possible, we

believe it should be set as a standard criteria (to eliminate arbitrariness).

As there are cases where a part of insurance payments and expenses due to
catastrophic events is included in “claims and expenses,” if "catastrophe claim
payments" (section 3.3.2.6) is to be incorporated separately from "claims and
expenses”, we believe it is necessary to deduct the amount of insurance
payments and expenses due to catastrophic events in either "claims and

expenses” or "catastrophe claim payments" to avoid double-counting.

51

Do you prefer a standardized
1/250 PML scenario to be
applied for catastrophe claim
payments? If yes, provide
your suggestions for such a

The
proposal counts with 1/250

scenario. current

PML scenario calculated
using insurers’ own
projections  and  stress-
testing.

B SR L T h 7
1/250 PML &+ U+ % %
2R +na 74 —{REET
hWICHEHT 22 & &2
YL EI2, [Tv]o5s
3. 2D X 5%+ I AFIC
DVLTIREL TLZE W0,
REDORE TR, HiRatt
HEoFHle 2 bL 257
AP EHOCCHEI N
1/250 @ PML &7 Y #23
EEI LT3

Yes

AR L Y F2IEET 2 2 vw) EADlE EHEL LAbE T, HHEE T AT
BHLZHREEY) 27 0BE2ERT 20 T3, EElbsnzFErH S
e B, R E T AR -V v — L LTC—ED ) R 75K E T %0 )ik
FHOT, HRINTWRERER—ZX T2 LT, EAKE T 2 AR T
BZENRRVWEEZ D,

ICS ® 1/200 R — 2T/ <. =¥ 1/250PML > F V4 & L IconwTld, A8
) 72 BEIH % 3K 8 72 oo FEAREITIE, fh O S HREFHE~ — 2 D Y 2 7 EHIEE & ff¢
f\ﬁﬁﬁﬁmmﬁ@PML%%ﬁaLT%@?&%(%oi%mmﬁﬁﬂﬁfé@
FFIHAFICETHOLDIC W) THBELEER S,

WRIZHETLIKETH S & 2R L 72w, WIRHRS Ay — 5 HECEE TG
T%ﬁ{ﬂﬂé%ﬁﬂpl/fwé{*ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%—}ﬂxlﬂ’ﬂf‘:f;o“clnéo

In light of the purpose of the EA to identify trends in a simplified manner, we
suggest that it would be better to use a standardized method, such as
multiplying premiums by a certain risk factor as exposure, and calculate
payments for catastrophes based on disclosed information, rather than using

natural catastrophe risk figures calculated by each company's internal model.

We would like an explanation as to why the 1/250 PML scenario was chosen
instead of the 1/200 PML of ICS. Basically, we believe that the 1/200 PML
scenario should be used in conjunction with other economic value-based risk
management metrics. (Utilizing both 250 and 200 years may cause confusion

for users.)

As it is common for insurance companies to obtain reinsurance which covers
multiple catastrophes, such as periodical profit and loss cover, we would like

to confirm that the target of the scenario is for a particular disaster.
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BARREINEOREHICH 72 > T, Wwbw 3 BARKE ELC IKiz., EEHRRSP L
BRI b O RSN S IR T 2 BERH 525, TDRICDOWT, [AIS @ | When calculating reinsurance recoveries, in addition to the natural
RENEZMEZRL 72\, catastrophe excess of loss cover (ELC), it is also necessary to take into account
reinsurance recoveries from both voluntary and proportional reinsurance.
Regarding this point, we would like the IAIS to clarify the proposal.
52 | Do you agree with the TAIS | & 52:83f77H4 @ ILR {% | - (R 7N — ZF 8 TEB L EATHEEAIC DLW TOEMEE2 o372, a X |-

proposal to consider DGS in
the ILR factors for bank

deposits? Please provide
your comments and
suggestions.

BicB\T DGS #EET
% &) TAIS DIRZEICH
B3k, CERPLRE
EBETHELIZI WV,

vimLELTWS, )

53

Do you agree with the 3-
month time horizon ILR
factors for bank deposits? If
not, provide your comments

and suggestions.

B 53: 8 THE D 3 2 A
D W& 1Bl 3 ILR
REBUCHET % 50 [
Z] OEAIE. TERYC
REZBFELL I,

(RN — T HRPITERLZEATVLEEAICOWTOEMEEZbNE 72D, a ik
VEARLELTWS, )

current IAIS proposal to
include only cash collateral
the Eligible Cash

Variation Margin? If not,

nto

provide your comments and

suggestions.

BICHEHRDO A Z ED
% &) BT TAIS %K
CHRET 20, Wz o
LBE, CERPIRER

BAE LI 0,

54 | Do you agree that there is | E[f] 54— DRV — | Yes | HARDIEERBESMIC BT 2 IFeiFEoBmENIT S 2 <, W#ifE=—X+ Y —X | Given that any non-financial business undertaken by non-life insurance
currently  no  liquidity | 72317 5 FE@@IEZH ICc D WINHRENTH 5720, NI CRIERWEEZ B, companies in Japan is not material, and that both their liquidity needs and
considered for the mnon- | Wi, IIE, MENMELHE sources are limited, we see no problem in exempting it from the scope of the
financial type of business | JE X L TR\ Z & IC[A ILR.
that some insurance groups | B3 % 2% [ Wz | D&
may conduct? If not, please | I¥, ZTIRELZ X\,
provide your suggestions.

55 | Do you agree with the | B[ 55:7 VN7 4 7EE |Yes |BAELTChASEEMODER T NETH Y, FREICD W CTIFHHE) & E DRI | Derivative should be included in the asset side as well as the liability side, and
inclusion of derivative assets | % ILR ##EiEY — R iCE& (Tablel6) & [RIBEDREAE W3 X%, the same factors utilized for liquid liabilities (Table 16) should be used.
into the ILR Liquidity | % % Z & ICRET % 2,

Sources? If not, please | Wz | OFHAIE, BH
explain and provide your | & FiBH%Z L T 72 & W,
clarification. If yes, provide | [lZ\2] O¥&HIE. 2D X
your suggestions on factors | 9 27 U NT 4 THFED
for such derivative assets. BRIZCOWTREL TL
72 &0,
56 | Do you agree with the | & 56:E&IRSAENEL | No JEFICTRENMNE D E OEEEZRIC O W TIIERD 5 & Tk, We believe that highly liquid securities should be allowed to be included into

the Eligible Cash Variation Margin.
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57 | Do you agree with the 3- | &[] 57:7 V"7 4 7® 3| No B (Factor) DERXEMRMUHBAHTH S, 2% b, 3 rHIIAELEZ S, The basis for setting the factors is unclear. Moreover, we believe 3-month
month time horizon ILR | ~ H © B[S HEiFH cBE 5 3% time horizon is unnecessary.
treatment of and factors for | ILR DHUK & BK i< [F] &4
derivatives? If not, provide | 52>, [\WWxz | DEE L,
your comments and | CERSL CRE 2 BHE
suggestions. {72 0,
58 | Do you agree with the floor | B[] 58: 3 X TR | - - -
as proposed by the TAIS to | D N7 # S 550 % 5F 5
protect a level-playing field | 7z ® 1 TAIS 232X L 7=[ 7
for all insurers? If not, | BT JICFIET %20, [\
provide your comments and | 2 | DE&EE, TEESL D
suggestions. REX T BEHELZI 0,
59 | Do you agree with the | H[H 5%:3EHEENG B X | Yes | REOBMZ V720, We would like to know the basis for the factors.

proposed  approach  to

securities lending
transactions and repurchase

the

factors? If not, provide your

agreements including

comments and suggestions.

CLFRIGHTZD»TRE
INTWE7 Fa—F (E
K%z &) ICRIES 2 2%
Menz | oEiE,
ReCRELrBFHELE
T\,

N S
-
(SPS

F 72, PC2020 CEFL L7 Y. Encumbered Assets I 2T, 7o a~x—2z (5|Y
FHEEZREMEY — AL LTED - fEE=— X 70 2= 2 CHlET 2 BUTE)
TR Ay PR=2 GIYFEEZRI L, B = — X2 M~ — X THES
%) L L, Rt s&ESFEL FHRICUIVEZX 24 vy T4 T2 @€ 5 2
CICXVEMY R T LARKDY AT Iy 7 Y A VBRICHFE T A L & L
Ez2 5, Ik, 7T HICAET XN IAIS ® Resolution (no. 9) Tlx"Answer/ comment
is noted and will be considered and resolved in the project's Phase 2" & D [RIE 235 -
7o LA L T 5,

<hg >

- Annex2 # R ARV | RS D ILR 12 100%EOKENBEINTWE L EZ S
23, ILR>100% D, 7’0 A= 2 CTRRYZBEHROERTNELZ LTI L ILR 1T
100% I TR T % (Fl 21F, ILR=200/100=200% D5 1c. HIEE DO E L HE
% 100 #43 & | 1LS=300/200=150% & 7 %), 514 FEELTRBME Y — 2 & LTH
INTVLE70, UBESHFHEL IR L2GACTOBRIIERKRE 22,

=T, Ay PR—ZTHET 256, Y%AHEROESFEZHECL TH ILR X
AWK T Ly, BHEECE R BHER cES2THET 256, MEL 2 &®
DRMEMEY — AL LCHEENI —HThBEE=—XIcdbafL L TaEINE D,
WA OB S FE LR LT3 L ILR 12 100%IC AT TE T4 3,

- Figo s, 2y b= THE L 252 EHEREIC BT ILR OfK T %
CTeAREIC 2 Y, RIS LCirESMELAHRICUIVEZ 24 vy T
A TRME L TIE, DO TIRBHIY 2T L2EDO Y AT Iy 7 ) R 7 OERICD 7%
BEHDEEZ S,

In addition, as commented on PC 2020, we believe that the framework should
be on a net basis (excluding encumbered assets and measuring the related
liquidity needs on a net basis) rather than on a currently proposed gross basis
(including certain encumbered assets as liquidity sources). This can
contribute to the mitigation of systemic risk within the entire financial system
by providing incentives for insurers to make the shift to funding with
collateral. We recognize that in the TAIS Resolution (no. 9) published in July,
the TAIS responded that "Answer/comment is noted and will be considered

and resolved in the project's Phase 2”.

<Explanation>

+ As far as Annex 2 is concerned, we understand the ILR of insurers is
expected to be above 100%. However, if the ILR is 100% or above, the more
ILR will raise collateral, so the ILR will decrease towards 100%. (e.g., if ILR
= 200/100 = 200%, increasing funding with collateral by 100 yields makes
ILS = 300/200 = 150%). Since reserved assets are included as a liquidity

source, results are similar even if financed without collateral.

* On the other hand, when measured on a net basis, the ILR basically does
not decrease even if funding with collateral is increased, but when raising
funding without collateral, the ILR decreases toward 100% as the amount of
funding without collateral is increased because the funds raised are included
in liquidity sources while also included in liquidity needs as liabilities.

- As described above, it is possible to prevent a decline in ILR in secured

transactions by measuring on a net basis, and insurers would have an
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incentive to make the shift to funding with collateral. We believe that this will
lead to the mitigation of systemic risk in the entire financial system.

60 | Do you agree with the 3- | B 60:fth> &EEFZERS | No Q7 oZED L BV, RISt FFICHHAORENEY 2 7 1HMEWEEZ b 5729, | As we commented on Q17, insurance companies’ liquidity risk is low,
month time horizon ILR | &K O TER 72 i B4 = — 3rH WSR2 A LK T A XY TORGEDLENE IR T, 14ED XA LT 4 | especially in the short term. Therefore, time horizon of 3-months is
factors for other funding | XICX3 % 3 2> H O Reft]Hi XV CTOWMGEICHE® 5 X%, unnecessary and should be limited to 1-year.
liabilities and  potential @ ILR ERIICFEZET %
liquidity needs? If not, | 22 VW2 ] DEHIX, & ¥ 72, IM (Row33.F.1-33.F.3) TiIMlia AT ITDEEWIC X o THE L 7 53iH) | In addition, the IIM specifications for Row 33.F.1-33.F.3 requires submitting
provide your comments and | R THRE X BHFH < ==X %R T 2k o T B2, B URENMIrTEE LEZ D, the liquidity needs depending on the rating. We believe the rating settings are
suggestions. 7230y, too granular.

61 |Do you agree with the | H 6L:RFEIN T2+ | Yes | flifEafHEL LCld, BEABHIE L BANGKETHNITZY L BT 2, For simplification purposes, we think it is appropriate for the level to be
proposed factors for| *L—vafr-YRIL consistent with regulatory capital requirements.
operational and cyber risk? If | 44 »¥X— - U X 7 DEKIC
not, please explain and |[EE LT T2, [z D
suggest an  alternative | &, FtHD 5 2 RBETF
treatment. EERFEL TSI N,

62 | Did the TAIS omit any other | B[ 62 :IAIS I%, ILR D& | - - -
material type of insurance, | H CHET X E b HEE
non-insurance or | ZefEHDORER, FEORIR, %
operational liquidity needs | 7z I3 EHRHED = — X
that should be consideredin | Z R & L T % 3 2,
the ILR calculation? If yes, | [iZ\] OEAIE, 2L
provide your suggestions. TSIy,

63 | Do you agree with the | B[ 63:227 v a2y 41250 | Yes |BHEIN TV ARAEZEE ZCH L1ICKEHRINT VL@ Y HHIEM & 325 & &1 | As stated in 1.1 and considering the limitations described, we believe it is
description of aspects of |[#H XT3 Z DfthD i RHETH Y, BFY G E 7 early risk indicator & L CiEHA 3 21515 CTH % & KL | inappropriate to utilize the indicator as a regulatory requirement. It should
other  liquidity = metrics | BjfE X + U v 7 258D T35, instead be used by regulators as a simple early risk indicator.
provided in Section 47 WEICFE T 2 22

64 | Do you want to propose any | B 64: A ED+E 7 > a | No - -
other liquidity metric for | ¥ 2, 3 MU 4 ICid#f
liquidity risk monitoring that | T\ 72 WiREIHE Y X 7 @
is not mentioned in sections | E =X U V¥V 7Dz ® D %

2, 3 and 4 of this document? | D fth D FHEEIGIE Z {2 X
If yes, please elaborate onits | L 72\ 2>, [iZ\] D
calculation and data | 1Z, ZDFE & T — 2B
requirements. WCDOWTEHLCFHHL T
(&0,
65 | Do you prefer a set of | Ef 65:9REINEY X7 DE | No | fRIE€ 7 % — 2RO FEIEICHR 2 fFER 2 MBITEEIE 2 BFE 3 2 ERIE H % L # 2 | We believe that it is worthwhile to develop simplified liquidity metrics for the

liquidity metrics for liquidity
risk monitoring purposes? If

not, provide clarification.

=xYV v eHBE LT,

nEtEE - 2zHmEL
T, Wz ] o5s
ik, BHHL T2 3w,

LI, ZDEMETIIERT S,

7272 L, PC2020 CTRHELZZER D Y, RSt oMBAomRENE Y X 7 13w 7=
O, EAlcs1F 33 » HORIFDIREICOWTIE, FETE I,

whole insurance sector, and in this sense, we agree with the proposal.
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mz <, SRERINZ CPAICLE L5, RERINAZED/ZF vy v v 27—
FHIAFRERTEMED E T A 13, HATIERICEAIN TRV EEZ LN, i
BEICA P L AT R PR NT A= 2 ERHAAD T EBREECH b, NS 2
Fts %2 5720 CPAZ Db DDEAICFEBETE R\,

TENEAERRE O fEMIC & 72 o Tid, PC2020 CTRIBLZZER D L BV | filthoFE# 72N
W7 —2 %S 2 & oFBITET, ATREARR Y it ORI E ~— 2 L F &
Th b, ZDHFHEIOFBIENGHERTE 2 & &b, RIESHICEE RS o — F
rHADbT BT OND LEZ D,

However, we disagree with the proposal for 3-month time horizon to monitor
liquidity risks in the EA because insurers have low short-term liquidity risks

as stated in our comments to PC2020 .

In addition, a liquidity model that utilizes cash flow projection including
premiums written, which is necessary for the CPA, is not widely introduced
in Japan, and therefore, it is difficult to incorporating stress testing, market
parameters, etc. into liquidity analysis. For such reasons, we do not agree with

the introduction of the CPA itself as the difficulties of exceed its benefits.

In using liquidity metrics, using detailed internal data of individual insurance
groups should be avoided, and publicly disclosed information should be used
as much as possible, as stated in our comments on PC2020. We believe that
this will ensure evaluation objectivity while avoiding unnecessary burden on

insurance companies.

66

Do you prefer a single
liquidity metric (eg. ILR or
CPA metrics) for liquidity
risk monitoring purposes? If

not, provide clarification.

Bt 66:5EINEY 27 o
=2Y) v 7 ZHKNE LT,
H— o Ji B 4 (i ILR
T 721X CPATEE) 2 E L
TTh, vz oBs
iF, BBLTLE XN,

Yes

Q65 MED LB Y, Rt 7 2 — RO FENMEICFR 2 BIER 2 R TETER 2 A 5
PERIID 2 LE 2 on, Mt OFEM AN T — 2 23 5 & OFEM LT, WIhE
IR Y it OFAR R EZ ~— 2 & L7z EA (1 0 A) ZH—ORBIERES LT
eI 5,

As commented on Q65, we believe that it is worthwhile developing a simple
liquidity metric for the insurance sector as a whole. The idea of using
individual companies’ detailed internal data should be avoided, and we prefer
the implementation of EA (for 1-year only) as a single liquidity metric, which

utilizes information disclosed by individual companies to the extent possible.

67

General comments on the
Public

Document on

Consultation
the
Development of Liquidity
Metrics: Phase 2

B 67 B 7 = —
X 2 O fish i B 3 —
i 7e 2 A v b

(01,065,066 [%& L EHT 270, \ELARW)
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