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1 LoL 3 BEERREED | TREHLEEOEWIV AL TWAE AL ELEIRE O ik v §EM: | We agree with the idea of improving comparability across
WETRICOWT, F | 2R LSEL1EWIHIBXFITTERTDH, 2O HBO® , |jurisdictions by correcting discrepancies arising from differences
EOEMEMEE— B | row30.4, 30.5.1 % Level 3 Assets indicator (% HETEEf#EL | in accounting treatment. For this purpose, we understand that the
WAL TED X | 7oy, AEAME, BUASRAG, F2 i TEHEAMSE, R 555H 4D | Level 3 Assets indicator have been revised to include rows 30.4
ERRYIEN BHANBREIND M — BN AN, IEMEMOBLS2 5131 | and 30.5.1. However, there appears to be a lack of consistency in

SNOIEEVER MR T DIENE TV, — T, Bk, fRRE4E | the aggregation of amounts under different accounting standards,
ICROEF LN DZ DR —T 22 LIZREETHH 579, & | such as fair value, acquisition costs, or amortized costs. While
FTORERLEL TELNDL L 3 EFEDF 4% Btk #3252, | some consistency would be desirable from an accuracy
FELWRICHERKLETHD, perspective, unification is difficult due to differences in accounting
standards across jurisdictions and among insurers. Therefore, it
is important to note the difficulty of simply comparing the valuation
amounts of Level 3 assets resulting from the amendment.

2 Lo 3 EPEFRIED | BIEEIC BT HR5HEEOEWIZED | L~L 3 EREDOFAT44HIZ | It should be noted that differences in accounting standards across
PrERBICHAE TS | REREFENECEL ST ENLE THDH, 21X, A 35 | jurisdictions can result in large discrepancies in the valuation
WAE R 7 Rl L (R | FE BT, B AR HECII SR L iS4, IFRS JE%E | amounts of Level 3 assets. For example, unlisted equity holdings
A FRFEREES | CIEAEMEICLVFHESIDTD, R ERNALIDZ LD, | are valued at acquisition cost under Japanese accounting
FEERITH DD, TEFe% T ODBITEEI TGN =T & 720, standards and at fair value under IFRS, which could lead to

differences in results. Therefore, we believe careful consideration
should be given when establishing definitions.

3 | BESNLTWDHL-UL | 30.4 BLT 30.5 ([ZHOWTAIEMERAT 2K 5851213 frfR= | Regarding Row 30.4 and 30.5, when fair value assessment is

3 BREHRIEOLFIC
AL Tz & fRiEdH
2%

Ao TIE Y LR m AN R #2255 A 0 IS EE 2R RE R 2 2975
LA NHEEINDT-  BERR FESCEE M TORBLRD S
Y RANTT 4 — MO E IR DI L T HfREZ BV L2V,

required, it is assumed that some insurers may have difficulty in
making such valuations, or may require additional time to make
calculations. Therefore, we would appreciate your understanding
and agreement that this can be handled on a best-effort basis,
such as allowing for simplified methods, or substitutions at

acquisition cost.
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When establishing evaluation items and clarifying data
requirements, we would appreciate it if careful consideration

could be given to avoid excessive workload increases for insurers.
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&L mEMEY A7 DO R
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T AL ONTEH
ERIEHDD,

&G HEREMERE DO AT ISR A B AT 528, LN BEIMED 2
JOREELT ILR ZEHT5ZEICE GmIT, 72720 BESCRE
BOREIZLSTAAT SO P RKESLEDYIHZEND, DK
BN TUTY AT OBLE THIE B A E END,

We have no objection to adjusting scores based on asset
liquidation indicators and using ILR as a measure of liquidity risk.
However, since the score may vary significantly depending on the
setting of thresholds and multipliers, we would appreciate it if
careful consideration could be given to these settings in terms of

risk assessment.

TEENE L R O B O
W) 72 K HEIZ DN T
B RIIH DD,

FEEME I SRIZBI 95 LRT (Bl O 4 PEc >\, Bl TA
IRAYZRBUE PR E IR MR R SHL TR 28D | ZORF T AL R
EATHZEIIREETHD, 5. LRT 23 E T 08213, SHEAR R
WMZEZRLTCWEEERZ W, F2, MO EITL > T Asset
liquidation indicators ~MD KA KELLEDVIDHTEND | HEFR
FnEEns,

Since specific figures and the basis for setting them have not yet
been provided, we find it difficult at this time to comment on the
appropriateness of the Liquidity Ratio Threshold (LRT). When
setting up the LRT in the future, we would appreciate it if
reasonable grounds could be provided. In addition, as the setting
of thresholds can significantly affect the reflection of asset

liquidation indicators, careful design is desirable.
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AT T hERFLDOTEEN 2R RESITHOWTL, B S CTEARR 2 50
RO ERPDEE RS TNV RNWD | ZORER TIAV AT
R THD, 4 LRAZFRE T DB, AR AR L T
TlEE W, o BT I RO E T Asset liquidation
indicators ~OD IRIZKREGEET DL D REIZHT->TLE

Since specific figures and the basis for setting them have not yet
been provided, we find it difficult at this time to comment on the
appropriate size of haircuts and multiplier. When setting up the
Liquidity Risk Adjustment (LRA) in the future, we would appreciate

it if reasonable grounds could be provided. In addition, as the




SONPO

30

PRIREE 2 E bR (TAIS) [GME IIM FHili o RIE L | B3 2 BRI RES

HIRA DR END,

setting of multiplier and haircuts can significantly affect the
reflection of asset liquidation indicators, careful consideration is

desirable.

FVRTAT T —4
INE DR FELZEIZD
WCE RIEHDH,

flSRALDTT PO TR, FFAZE B OB el S0 8 5 £ R O ok
(CD2MHHDOTHY, EFT 2,

As it will help clarify evaluation items and reduce the reporting

burden, we agree with the direction of simplification.

i AFAEED D D PEfR
D FELEIZONT
B RIIHDD,

LD TTIAIMEIZ DWW TR, FHAGE B O B R0 s A O i
(DR DHDTHY, EF$ D,

As it will help clarify evaluation items and reduce the reporting

burden, we agree with the direction of simplification.
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IFL fEEED B ZEIC
DWTE RIZH DD,

IFA $EAECIL, MRS CHLT VAT 4 7 BB OHEET O
FER B TWDH 5T, IFL f5EE CIXFERRD RG22 ST
RVNRIZOWT, EOBBEZHRWIEE T2, e, B E %
HEEHTDIRY MR N SRR BE O T VAN T 4T BT DD DD
728, BUTIRE CIXEEN R R ICBR LRV EDR D 5,

In the case of the IFA indicator, the aggregation of derivative
liabilities of financial institutions has been simplified. However, a
similar approach has not been implemented regarding the IFL
indicator. We would appreciate it if the IAIS could elucidate the
reasoning behind this distinction. Furthermore, if this item is
aggregated, it is necessary to aggregate derivatives with financial
institutions as counterparties, and we believe that the current

proposal will not lead to substantial simplification.

13

T—rWEOAEE
BT HHAIT, ILR
DEHE A AL 2
ATREMEIC DWW, &5
IRDIRRITD DN,

BTOHER T, TINTATHRIN G B iE L0 DR ar % IFA,
FTUNT AT EHIN G AR EIR DR v ar % IFL U TEBINCEER L
TODD, MEZ Ry IR—AT AT 2T | S A H OB
CETORBEREL TRETTRE TII 2RV INEE 2 D,

Under the current calculation method, positions with unrealized
gains on derivative contracts are calculated as the IFA, and
positions with unrealized losses on derivative contracts are
calculated as the IFL. However, we believe that consolidating both
on a net basis could be an alternative option to reduce the

reporting burden.
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ATV EERLTE
PED SR & 5% b
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TNE RIZH 570,

TORRBIZER TS, 7277 L A TV R T ESOHIE G T 51 =
ERPEN L COD A b H LT FNOE IS £ 2 7- 5 FRAY
BERELRETOIMNERDD,

We agree with this proposal. However, we believe that it is
necessary to establish reasonable selection criteria for the
inflation rate, taking into full consideration that the inflation rate

may reflect the background and characteristics that each country
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TRERE 7 — MBI DHUE D NT AL SR A (LT 22 L0
%15, 7272, $8& PE USD55 billion & #A % 7= kRt 2 (R &~
—/VZIBINT RENENE, BRSO RS % O R M
IR E AR BRI DRET SN D ZENEELL Y,

We agree with the proposed amendment to strengthen the
regional balance and diversity in the Insurer Pool. However,
whether or not to include insurers with total assets exceeding
USD 55 billion in the Insurer Pool should be considered from a
comprehensive perspective, considering the characteristics of the

respective insurers and their future growth potential.
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— WA T 52T 5,

Since continuous analysis is necessary to properly identify and
assess systemic risk, we agree with the ongoing reviews, and
improvement of the IIM assessment methodology and the
ancillary indicators. At the same time, we would like to ensure the
principle of proportionality at the point of implementation. In
addition, as it would generally be overly burdensome for insurers
to create new data that they do not hold, we would like to ask for
your understanding and agreement to such data being handled

and submitted on a best-effort basis.

In implementing the current GME, there are many aspects that
are difficult to determine from the specifications and workshops
alone. We recognize that the IAIS has accumulated expertise in
the GME, which has been conducted six times so far, and we look
forward to sharing key Q&As from each jurisdiction with the

insurer pool.
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Al \ofciﬁ\b :J:o’(ké‘&ﬁfgéa\ WEAED GIMAR THiEHE
INTWD, 2072, GIMAR X° PIRs %, GME ORHifE 1%, &

At last year's GIMAR, it was noted that the characteristics of
systemic risk within the insurance sector differ greatly depending

on the type of business, such as non-life, life, and life/non-life
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