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Introduction to ComFrame and Glossary terms

Organisation Jurisdiction Conf.| Answer
dential

Q1 General comment on Introduction to ComFrame

1. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe welcomes the opportunity to comment on the overall draft ComFrame and the IAIS' decision to grant an extended
Europe period for consultation.

On the overall consultation, Insurance Europe appreciates the 1AIS' efforts to clarify how requirements are to be applied across an
IAIG - ie for example, whether they are applied at the group level or the legal entity level. Additional guidance on what approach
should be taken if the group-wide and legal entity supervisors have different expectations would be appreciated.

As IAIGs will be expected to comply with both - ICP-level as well as ComFrame provisions - and as the IAIS did not seek feedback
on all ICP-level provisions in the previous 2017 consultation, Insurance Europe has now also included preliminary comments on
ICPs in the introductions. A review of the overall regime applicable to IAIGs calls for an overall / broad consultation. Insurance
Europe would therefore appreciate it if the IAIS took these comments into consideration despite going beyond the scope of this
consultation.

On the introduction to ComFrame and Glossary terms, Insurance Europe continues to support proportionality as an overarching
principle for all ICPs and ComFrame provisions. In terms of the description of proportional application of the IAIS material (paragraph
9, second bullet point), Insurance Europe would suggest that listing the IAIS' objectives (protection of policyholders, the sector, and
financial system as a whole) is not necessary. Conceptually, supervisors will follow their defined objectives in all of their activities.
The principle of proportionality is a means of how to implement / apply provisions in order to achieve these objectives which - within
the framework of ICP 1 - may vary across jurisdictions (and therefore, may not cover exactly the list currently provided in paragraph
9. Insurance Europe would therefore suggest that the second bullet point be redrafted, for example as follows:

"- Application - proportionality allows the supervisor to increase or decrease the intensity of supervision according to the according to
the nature, scale and complexity of the risks inherent in the business of an insurer. The supervisor will thereby consider the
objectives of insurance supervision as defined in the primary legislation of its jurisdiction. A proportionate application..."

Furthermore, Insurance Europe believes that confidentiality should find reflection in the introduction as it is crucial that high
standards are applied in relation to all provisions set by the ICPs and ComFrame standards.
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2. German
Insurance
Association

Germany

No

GDV welcomes the opportunity to comment on the overall draft ComFrame.

3. Institute of
International
Finance

Global

No

The Institute of International Finance (IIF) and the Geneva Association (GA) welcome the opportunity to provide comments to the
consultation package dated July 31, 2018 on the draft overall ComFrame. We appreciate the extensive work undertaken by the 1AIS
to shape the post-crisis regulatory framework. IIF and GA have been actively engaged in constructive dialogue with the IAIS on the
development of ComFrame, and the Risk-based Global Insurance Capital Standard (ICS), since the launch of the project, and we
look forward to continuing this dialogue.

Our comments on ComFrame address the following key themes:

- ComFrame, the ICS, and other ongoing global insurance regulatory policy initiatives should form a comprehensive and integrated
insurance policy framework

- ComFrame should allow for a wide range of regulatory frameworks and effective supervisory approaches
- Disconnects between the Insurance Core Principles (ICPs)/ComFrame and the ICS must be addressed
- ComFrame components should be better aligned

In addition, we offer some specific comments on ComFrame 16.13, Recovery Planning, and ComFrame 12, Exit from the Market and
Resolution.

ComFrame, the ICS, and other ongoing global insurance regulatory policy initiatives should form a comprehensive and integrated
insurance policy framework

We have submitted a separate response to the ICS Version 2.0 consultation. However, considering the inherent linkages between
ComFrame and the ICS, we request that the IAIS consider our comments on the individual documents as applicable to both
ComFrame and ICS, as well as in the broader context of the overall framework of IAIS and Financial Stability Board global insurance
regulatory policy initiatives.

ComFrame and the ICS are, collectively, intended to provide a fundamental insurance policy framework for regulators and
supervisors to advance the goals of protecting policyholders, maintaining fair, safe and stable insurance markets, and contributing to
a level playing field for internationally active insurance groups (IAIGs). We support the goals and objectives of ComFrame and the
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ICS and encourage the IAIS to closely align and integrate the work on ComFrame, the ICS, and other IAIS policy initiatives, including
work in train on systemic risk and recovery planning.

We acknowledge the practical necessity of completing the insurance policy framework through different IAIS workstreams operating
in parallel, but encourage the workstream leads and Committee chairs to resist the natural tendency to operate in silos. We also
encourage a thoughtful phasing of the work in progress. To this second point, we would note that, while ComFrame materials
relevant to ICP 16, Enterprise Risk Management for Solvency Purposes, is the subject of the current consultation, the IAIS is
developing an Application Paper on Recovery Planning for release later this year. It may not be possible for the IAIS to consider fully
the comments received on the ComFrame materials relevant to ICP 16 in time to inform the drafting of the Application Paper. We
respectfully suggest that the release of an Application Paper on Recovery Planning in 2018 may be premature.

Similarly, another IAIS workstream is continuing work on the holistic systemic risk framework for insurance, including an activities-
based approach to systemic risk (ABA). At present, we perceive a lack of alignment and integration between ComFrame and the
systemic risk framework and between the current draft of the Application Paper on Recovery Planning and the ABA. For example,
the current draft of the Application Paper references the proportionality principle by way of an example that describes the size of an
insurer compared to the overall insurance market, a concept that is not in alignment with the approach to size contained in the ABA.

ComFrame should allow for a wide range of regulatory frameworks and effective supervisory approaches

The ComFrame introduction indicated explicitly that, "ComFrame seeks to assist supervisors in: addressing group-wide activities and
risks; identifying and avoiding supervisory gaps; coordinating supervisory activities efficiently and effectively between the group-wide
and other involved supervisors. ComFrame also aims to provide a basis for comparing IAIG supervision across jurisdictions;
however, it does not create a one-size-fits all approach to IAIG supervision." (Emphasis added.) We strongly support the language
and believe that a wide range of existing regulatory frameworks and supervisory approaches should be recognized in ComFrame.
However, specific ComFrame standards appear to be inconsistent with this introductory language. We have identified a few
instances where the ICP/CF language conflicts with existing jurisdictional practices.

For example:

- There are multiple instances where standards prescribe requirements for policies, documents, frameworks, overviews, etc. to be
produced and then require specific content and/or elements to be reflected in the documentation. The prescriptive language
precludes different jurisdictional approaches and the distinct possibility that the required content already exists but sits elsewhere,

resulting in potentially needless and duplicative documentation (e.g., 7.0a1, 8.6a, 16.1c, and 16.7e and 16.7e1)

- There continues to be insufficient recognition of risk-based approaches, which are already in place in many jurisdictions. Section
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8.8 on outsourcing/third party risk management ought to apply risk-based language when, for example, insurers are required to
"review the cumulative risks of outsourced activities and functions." (Additional e.g.,: 7.2b, 7.3, 8.4, 8.7, and 9.2b1 and 9.2b6)

- We have also identified instances where the ICPs and ComFrame language conflict with existing jurisdictional practices. For
example, ComFrame 10.6.a states, "Where appropriate, the group-wide supervisor imposes sanctions directly on the Head of the
IAIG within the group-wide supervisor's jurisdiction." We note that, in some jurisdictions, the group-wide supervisor cannot impose
sanctions on the Head of the IAIG but, rather, must refer violations of regulations to another authority.

- Moreover, in some jurisdictions, IAIGs do not have a group-wide supervisor or lead supervisor with the authority to regulate
enterprise-wide investment activity, as required in ComFrame 15, Investments. The ICPs and ComFrame language should recognize
and accommodate existing jurisdictional limitations and established regulatory and supervisory frameworks, focusing on outcomes,
rather than suggesting that formal group-wide supervision is necessary or required.

Disconnects between the ICP/CF Framework and the ICS must be addressed

We continue to advocate an integrated approach to ComFrame which includes risk-based capital as a fundamental part. However, a
risk-based capital standard should be aligned and integrated with the full suite of qualitative measures that ComFrame provides and
the entire package should be evaluated as to its ability to deliver the goals of policyholder protection, fair, safe, and stable insurance
markets, and a level playing field for IAIGs. That is, a risk-based capital standard should be viewed in the context of the overall
regulatory and supervisory approach for IAIGs and should not be considered as a stand-alone, complete solution. This being said,
we continue to note a number of disconnects between the qualitative components of ComFrame and the ICS which stymie this
integration and need to be addressed promptly. We would highlight the following examples:

- One area where some members see significant potential for excessive prudence and over-calibration is in the inclusion of a margin
over current estimate (MOCE) in light of the requirement for IAIGs to have solid recovery (and resolution ) plans in place under
ComFrame 16.13.

- We note that the IAIS is planning revisions to ICP 14 (Valuation) and ICP 17 (Capital Adequacy)
after the adoption of ComFrame and ICS 2.0 in November 2019. We encourage the IAIS to clarify to all stakeholders how
adjustments will be made to the ICS to ensure that the ICS conforms to the updates to ICP 14 and ICP 17.

- We have also identified some misalignments between the ICS field testing technical specifications and the ComFrame and ICP
language. ICP 16.5.1 states that "[...] ALM does not imply that assets should be matched as closely as possible to liabilities, but
rather that mismatches are effectively managed [...]", which implies that ICP 16 does not impose a cashflow matching requirement.
However, in the ICS field testing technical specifications on the three-bucket approach, a cashflow matching calculation is imbedded
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in the criteria for the buckets.

- Although the ICS will ultimately become a component of ComFrame, it is still being developed as a separate standard, and will
continue to be tested before any final decisions are made in terms of its implementation. As the standard is under development, it is
premature to insert the ICS into supervisory college discussions and to include guidance related to ICS reporting in ComFrame. In
particular, ComFrame 9.4.a provides that the group-wide supervisor would require the Head of the IAIG to report the reference ICS
and, at the option of the group-wide supervisor, provide any additional reporting. ComFrame 25.6.c states that the members of the
IAIG's supervisory college would discuss and assess a summary of the reference ICS prepared by the group-wide supervisor, as
well as a summary of any additional reporting that has been reported at the option of the group-wide supervisor. Given that the ICS
is not yet adopted or implemented, ComFrame guidance on reporting should be deferred and this section should be deleted until
after the conclusion of the Monitoring Period. Please refer to our comment letter on the ICS, where we express our strongly held
view that the ICS should only be reported to group-wide supervisors, and not to the entire supervisory college, during the Monitoring
Period.

ComFrame components should be better aligned

We appreciate the receptivity of the IAIS to prior comments during the public consultation in spring 2017, as reflected in the current
ComFrame draft, including comments on the structure of ICP 10 and the movement of ComFrame material on recovery planning to
ICP 16, Enterprise Risk Management for Solvency Purposes. However, we continue to note some continuing misalignment of
different components of the ComFrame framework.

For example:

- In ComFrame 8.1.c, the expression "sound risk culture" is used whereas, in ComFrame 8.1.c.1, the expression "appropriate risk
culture" is used. We believe that the IAIS intends the same meaning in both references and, thus, should use the same language.
[We would favour the use of the phrasing "appropriate risk culture," as this is more reflective of a risk-based approach.]

- In ComFrame 8.4.a, the expression "group-wide risk management function" is used whereas, in ComFrame 8.4.b, the expression
"IAIG risk management function" is used. [We prefer the latter formulation, as it reflects that the risk management function in a
complex insurance group may not be the same across all of the group's operations.]

In addition, for clarity, we request further elaboration of the IAIS's views on what would constitute a "material effect on the
supervision of the IAIG" in ComFrame 10.6b.

Comments on ComFrame 16.13 Recovery Planning
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We support the |AIS's consideration of recovery planning separately from ICP 10, Preventive Measures, Corrective Measures and
Sanctions, and the integration of recovery planning material in ICP/ComFrame 16, Enterprise Management for Solvency Risk
Purposes. As noted above, the IAIS is developing an Application Paper on recovery planning, which we would argue is premature,
as ICP 16.13 and the ComFrame material to which it relates is still open for public consultation.

The draft Application Paper attempts to distinguish a recovery plan, which becomes relevant when an insurer is under stress, from a
going concern own risk and solvency assessment (ORSA). We would argue that a properly designed ORSA reflects a range of
scenarios including severe stress scenarios and provides management with the information needed to guide the insurer through
times of stress and select the appropriate tools in response to stress. While regulatory structures and requirements vary from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction, a robust ORSA process demonstrates the strength of the firm's risk management for solvency and liquidity
through the severe but plausible stress scenarios that are most relevant to the firm, given the nature, scale and complexity of the
firm's business. In many jurisdictions, the ORSA process has been developed and implemented as both an integral part of the
insurer's enterprise risk management, and as a tool to provide regulators with insight into the insurer's risk profile. The results of a
robust ORSA process should be recognized as fulfilling the underlying purpose of recovery planning and a separate recovery plan
should not be required. This approach would have the benefit of promoting a holistic view of enterprise risk management and would
avoid the imposition of duplicative requirements that may not be proportionate to the risks faced by the organization.

At a minimum, we would urge the IAIS to allow for jurisdictional and supervisory discretion with respect to the requirement for a
recovery plan.

Moreover, in cases where a recovery plan would be required, the plan should align with the ORSA and similar management and
supervisory tools. The stress scenarios included in an ORSA serve a sound basis for selecting appropriate management tools in
times of stress and, thus, the ORSA stress scenarios should be aligned with the stress scenarios required for a recovery plan. Host
supervisors should not require separate legal entity recovery plans when a group recovery plan is in place.

Comments on ComFrame 12, Exit from the Market and Resolution

In line with our comments on earlier consultations, we would like to reemphasize that the resolution of an insurance firm differs
significantly from the resolution of a banking organization in many key aspects. Of particular note, insurers do not perform the same
critical functions as banking organizations, are far less susceptible than banks to deposit "runs," have greater liquidity buffers, and
insurance supervisors have a longer time period and a wider range of tools to effect a successful resolution (e.g. through run off)
compared to banking supervisors.

We believe that where existing insurance resolution regimes can provide for the orderly satisfaction of inforce liabilities over an
extended period of time, advance resolution planning is neither necessary nor cost effective. When determining whether resolution
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plans are necessary for IAIGs we ask that the authorities reference all six factors outlined in CF 12.3.a.1 equally. This would ensure
that all factors are viewed as important for a group-wide supervisor and/or resolution authority and IAIG Crisis Management Group to
consider when determining if a resolution plan is needed and/or the degree of planning required. The IIF and GA also believe it is
critical to include the consideration of an additional factor: an analysis of an IAIG's vulnerability to significant financial distress.

4. AIA Group

Hong Kong

No

AlA is pleased to provide comments on the Draft overall ComFrame. AlA supports the development of proportionate supervisory
standards focusing on the effective group-wide supervision of IAIGs. While we appreciate that ComFrame provides a framework for
best practices with respect to IAIGs, some of the ICPs remain in our view overly prescriptive and we suggest there be more flexibility
under ComFrame taking into account what is material to the IAIG given its nature, scale and complexity. Should requirements be
applied in an overly prescriptive manner, the costs of compliance with ComFrame may outweigh the benefits. We look forward to the
compiled comments on the consultation and participating in any further consultations or discussions.

5. The Life
Insurance
Association of
Japan

Japan

No

Application Paper on Group Corporate Governance approved by IAIS in November 2017 states that both more centralized and more
decentralized are allowed as the governance model of IAIG. Furthermore ComFrame clearly states that IAIG have different models
of governance such as more centralized or more decentralized and ComFrame does not favor any particular governance model.

Since there are some provisions that seem to be described only in the IAIG that have more centralized governance model, we would
like 1AIS to clarify as much as possible that more decentralized governance model is allowed.

6. ECIROA

Luxembourg

No

Introduction:
Based on the requirements of OECD (Beps Papers) and European Commission (ATA Directive), all policyholders (esp. in Industry,
Trade, Finance) are obliged to post their cost according to the transfer pricing principle in those locations/countries where the cost
are located.

In the ICPs is a missing link between the requirements for policyholders and the Insurance market. The policyholders and the
insurers -usually the IAIGs- cannot assign the appropriate arms™ length premium to the the respective insured entity.

The Multinationals place their International Insurance Programs covering various risks of their entire group (including all legal intities
and branch offices) in the global insurance market insuring high sums insured and with a broad policy wording.

The requirement, following the Transfer pricing Principle to assign and allocate the appropriate premium for the broad cover with
high sums insured premium to the various countries and entities, cannot be fulfilled due to the non-admitted rules of the majority of
all members of IAIS. This is valid for individual countries as well as regions (Europe).

Therefore we propose a solution with an additional ICP to close this gap.
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The target is to improve or -in some cases- to introduce the appropriate insurance protection for the consumers and claimants
suffering under huge or catastrophic scenarios and events which hit the policyholder or where the polcyholder could be hold liable.

The consumers or claimants don't have access to the worlwide insurance cover which is purchased by Multinationals to protect
either their property or the liabilty in the various countries of their activity.

The appropriate high sums insured cannot be purchased in each and every country additionally - the insurance and reinsurance
market worldwide doesn't provide this - it is a capacity problem which might be increased with the future requirements under the
expected ICS.

In the following we will explain the current scenario with a gap analysis and propose how to fill this gap to the best of consumers and
claimants with the understanding of a serious customer protection philosophy /expectation

This gap analysis is based on COMFRAME (Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active Insurance Groups)
which is built and expands on the high level requirements and guidance currently set out in the IAIS Insurance Core Principles (ICPs)

Peter Braumidiller, Chairman of the IAIS Executive Committee, pointed out the three main mission targets of IAIS, namely:

- Consumer protection (Wahrung der Versicherteninteressen)

- Maintenance of well functioning insurance markets (Aufrechterhaltung funktionsfahiger Versicherungsmarkte)

- Sustainable contribution to the global Financial Markets™ stability (Beitrag zur globalen Finanzmarktstabilitat)

(Source: Public Speech/Vortrag, Handelsblatt Veranstaltung, 14.7.2014, Miinchen)

ECIROA (European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners’ Association) argues, supported by CICA (Captive Insurance
Companies Association) and the vast majority of all internationally active Insurance Groups (list of supporters), that consumer
protection and partially the maintenance of a well functioning insurance market cannot be achieved with the existing requirements of
the ICPs when we look on the structure and conduct of International Insurance Programs.

Why? All papers and documents of IAIS describe and determine which requirements have necessarily to be observed and controlled
by local supervisors. Insurers shall follow local regulation which is/should be based on the ICPs or at least is in accordance with
these principles. The problem we want to discuss with IAIS and which should be eliminated is not considered neither in the ICPs nor

in COMFRAME papers - the cross border insurance need of globally active Industries, Trade and Financial Institutions, all of them
customers of the Insurance Companies, both groups domiciled in all countries.
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ICP 7 Corporate Governance refers to the requirement of insurers ... "to recognise and protect the interest of policyholders’. The
individual Board Members® duties include "to exercise independent judgment and objectivity in his/her decision making, taking due
account of the interests of the insurer and policyholders' (ICP 7.4).

ICP 9 Supervisory Review and Reporting refers to the examination of supervisors to “the quality and effectiveness of its (insurers’)
corporate governance and its (Insurers’) compliance with relevant legislation and supervisory requirements’ (ICP 9.principle)
(We expect this includes also Tax Laws and Regulation such as the Transfer Pricing Principle.)

ICP 13 refers to Reinsurance and Other Forms of Risk Transfer, i.e. the insurance contracts between cedants, retrocessionnaires or
between insurance companies, but not to the next level between a Direct Insurer and their customers (Industry, Trade, Financial
Institutions = Multinationals).

ICP 19 refers to the Conduct of Business and here we recognize that a compliant handling of International Insurance Programs is
definitely not possible due to some protectionist behavior of local supervisors which do not allow to apply existing worldwide
insurance cover with broad wordings and high (huge) sums insured, primarily designed/structured in various layers (Difference in
Conditions-DIC- and Difference in Limits-DIL- and/or XS-Layers). Such countries are called non-admitted countries.

All regulators are focusing their view on the local performance and conduct of Insurers and Reinsurers. They do not look on the
problems which the Multinationals face when they place their policies in one or more markets to ensure that especially the real
threats to their business activities are under pressure, i.e. in a claims or loss/damage scenario wherever up to the size of
catastrophic events.

Multinationals cannot achieve huge capacity for their group in various countries as a multiple - they have to buy amounts of capacity
in layered programs and this is from an insurance underwriting perspective under probability assumptions the only professional view
and way forward.

The gap between the existing real world of International Insurance Programs and the regulatory concepts such as COMFRAME,
ICPs, Solvency Il and other local rules and regulation leads to an unbelievable number of offences against existing Accounting-, Tax-
, Cross Border Financial Transaction- and -our issue- against Insurance Regulation where non-admitted rules prohibit the application
of the existing programs to the benefit of either the Insured (own losses) or Third Party Claimants in these countries.

We consider and respect the need of a minimum protection of local economies including their insurance markets. That is the reason
for us to demand the application of DIC / DIL / XS-layers only with the caveat that a locally issued insurance policy is insuring on the
best local standard the locally exposed risks of the Multinational up to the usually available sums insured in these markets.
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Conclusion

In the attached presentations (ECIROA) we describe the advantages for all market participants. This shows that not only the Insured
or a suffering claimant will draw advantage out of the partial opening of said markets, but also the local economy, the tax man
(gaining additional Insurance Premium Tax), local Insurance carriers (which provide additional services on the administration and
claims handling side plus a learning effect in various lines of insurance).

There are some macroeconomic effects on employment, not only in the insurance sector but also in cases where -after a
catastrophic event- the Insured may consider to move its activities into another country with less restrictions to re-erect a plant.

We are convinced that our request and proposal will lead to a win-win-situation of all participants and stakeholders. Even the local
regulators and supervisor will be more compliant as for the time being. To a certain extent we believe they are aware of existing non-
compliance of all the stakeholders named in this paper. They will definitely add value to their performance, the quality standards and
security in their domiciles and a higher level of certainty that suffering Third Party Claimants will be indemnified after catastrophic
events.

With this request and proposal once the IAIS community would follow there is no party or stakeholder which would be negatively
harmed or hurt in their actual positions. All of the stakeholders are improving their own and the position of their counterparties. The
level of compliance guaranties that today's insufficiencies could be drastically be reduced.

See attached pdf. -on request we send more detailed information - pdf. cannot beattached
The solution we propose is drafted in a suggested new ICP which has the following wording:

ECIROA Initiative together with major Insurers and Reinsures

First Draft to discuss the Implementation of an additional ICP providing prudential regulatory provisions how to treat International
Insurance Programs (IIP) - Guenter Droese/ECIROA, April 30 - 2016

ICP 27 (-NEW-) Conduct of Cross-Border-Business as part of International Insurance Programs (lIP) to protect the activities of
Multinational Corporations (Insured) and local citizens as potential prospect Claimants. The supervisor thus allows strengthening
public of trust and individual confidence in the insurance sector to the advantage of all stakeholders in the market.
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The supervisor sets standards for the use of cross-border insurance, ensuring that local insurers, issuing a local primary/direct
insurance policy (basic policy/local fronting policy) as part of an IIP, adequately control and transparently report their role and
function in such an IIP.

The supervisor takes into account the nature of this locally issued policy when supervising insurers based in its jurisdiction.

Introductory Guidance

27.0.1 This ICP provides guidance to supervisors on issues related to International Insurance Programs (lIP), which include
Difference in Conditions (DIC), Difference in Limits (DIL) and Excess Layer Policies (XS) or so-called Master Policies.

The legislation should set requirements with which insurers must comply, including but not limited to foreign insurers selling products
on a cross-border non-admitted basis or despite non-admitted rules for specific lines of business.

27.0.2 An |IP is by nature a business-to-business transaction, made between professional counterparties as part of a wider risk and
capital management approach. For this reason, the

sort of asymmetry of expertise and knowledge associated with contracts involving consumers is generally not a feature of the IIP
area or sector, although some asymmetry of bargaining power can exist, depending on the precise dynamics of the market. It is not
necessary for the supervisor to offer the same form of protection to Multinational Insureds as it does to consumer policyholders.

27.0.3 Supervisors recognize and acknowledge the special features of IIPs with their broad wording, which need to cover the variety

of different jurisdictions in which the Insured’s risks are exposed, and the high limits or sums insured, which cannot be purchased by

the Multinational in each and every jurisdiction separately due to global and local markets™ capacity and risk appetite restrictions. The
behavior of Insurers and Insureds is following the Economic Principle and the requirements of local/regional regulators.

27.1 The supervisor requires that fronting insurers are transparent in their fronting insurance arrangements and the associated risks,
allowing the supervisor to
understand the economic impact of the IIP in place.

27.1.1 Supervisors should require that fronting insurers make available to them all
information about the IIP that the supervisor requires in order to form a judgment about risk management and the prudential
ramifications of the 1IP and the associated risks. This need not entail an inspection of all individual contracts within the IIP.

27.1.2 Cooperation of supervisors cross border shall secure that necessary compliance to local regulatory requirements are followed
by IIP Lead Insurer and/or Insurers panel. These requirements are in line with the IAIS CIPs.

27.1.3 Supervisory recognition in the broader group-wide supervision context of Internationally Active Insurance Groups is covered
under ICP 25 Supervisory Cooperation and Coordination.
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27.2 The supervisor requires insurers and intermediaries to act with due skill,
care and diligence when dealing with customers and also in advising to comply with competing global, regional or local requirements
of Accounting and Taxation Principles (see also CIP 19)1)

27.2.1 The conduct and performance of an IIP is in best order subject to the fulfilment of complementary requirements which are
rolled out by the various Ministries of Finance or Economy or the local Tax Authorities.

27.2.2 The application of the transfer pricing principle requires the assignment and allocation of premium, within the IIP, appropriate
to the exposed risk per country and legal entity/branch office; the locally charged premium consists of the local part of insurance plus
the appropriate share of the master premium. Consequently the total amount includes local taxation/levies which are tax deductible
due to international taxation and accounting principles.

27.2.3 The IIP may need close cooperation in the claims handling process between the local fronting insurer and the 1IP Lead Insurer
or the Insurers’ panel. The supervisor may audit this cooperation.

27.2.4 The Insured or a local Claimant may need the indemnification payable to be transferred from other jurisdictions, i.e. a cross-
border payment is a necessary and accepted feature of an IIP, protected under the rules and regulation of the supervisor.

27.3 Supervisors check the application of IIPs, especially the cooperation between fronting or local insurer with the 1IP Lead Insurer
or Insurers Panel

27.3.1 Supervisor agrees to the implementation and conduct of an IIP only under the provision that a local policy has been issued.
Supervisor is protecting that the rights and liabilities of the IIP can be executed in the jurisdiction. The fair treatment of Insureds
encompasses concepts such as ethical behaviour, acting in good faith and the prohibition of abusive practices.

27.3.2 Supervisor allows with a growing network of local and external insurers an exchange and transfer of experience to the benefit
of the insured and the beneficiaries of existing policies.

27.3.3 Supervisors should give information to the public about whether and how local legislation applies to the cross-border use of
1IPs to promote consumers' understanding of insurance contracts as well as steps consumers can take to protect themselves in
potential/alleged insured events (catastrophes caused by nature or as consequence of an insured company's mistake).

27.4 Supervisors' acceptance to apply IIPs in their jurisdiction is complementary to and in compliance with all other existing I1AIS
insurance Core Principles.
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1) for a deeper understanding, please, consider the links to rules such as
1. OECD Model Tax Convention (Article 9)

2. OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines

3. UN Model Tax Convention

4. Bi-lateral tax treaties between countries

5. Individual countries' domestic legislation

6. OECD BEPS Papers
7. EC ATA Draft in Consultation

Advantages and impact for all stakeholders, the Insured, the Claimants, Accounting and Tax Authorities, Insurers and Reinsurers

and the Supervisors:

-The assets and the business continuity of locally active subsidiaries / branches of Multinational corporations are protected in the
country up to the (100%) needed amounts; unemployment and loss of business activities as a consequence of lost offices, factories,
plants with the option to move into other countries is reduced

-Potential claimants have better access to high limits / capacity in the domestic market in the case of disastrous event (such as
Bhopal, 1984)

-Employee Benefits may rise due to worldwide aligned commitment in insurance schemes of Multi Group
-Taxmen will be paid the proper share of IPT / Levies / local Charges.
-Taxmen's target to avoid shift of profits or to circumvent tax payment is supported

-Local Insurers have more options for cooperation, access to different - maybe more sophisticated - insurance wordings, high
learning opportunity.

-Via cooperation agreements Insurers should have cross border - in both directions - the option for mergers to develop into regional
(per continent) or global players - which are needed for the growing demand of capacity in the industrial lines of insurance. Pressure
under Solvency Il and: expected Comframe for IAIG to underpin high amounts of regulatory capital for industrial risk insurance will
lead to reduction of insurance limits (sum insured per single insured) granted to individual customer and for natural catastrophes
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insurance such as earthquake / volcano eruption / flood / windstorm / hurricane / tsunamis and others.
-Premium growth in local market (additional employment and income opportunities)
-Entire opening of insurance market is not necessary - either local Insurer and/or insured Multi will prove cover and allocation keys!

-All market participants will fulfill the various requirements once the concept is introduced
this includes Insurers, Reinsurers, Customers (Multinationals), Brokers

-All rules and regulation setting authorities will achieve more transparency and correctness in P+L and Balance Sheet of Multis and
Insurers - this includes Supervisors as well as Tax Authorities, Accounting - Standardization Boards, OECD

-Local Companies and Individual Citizens will achieve the opportunity to receive indemnification for suffering loss, damage or injury
on the most sophisticated and highest level of insurance cover available

-Once this initiative will be accepted, the Implementation of an additional Core Insurance Principle will lead to a win-win-situation for
all named above

We appreciate you reading the above in the best interest of those which have today to suffer under this gap of potetially available
access to insurance protection.

7. American United States | No October 19, 2018
Academy of of America
Actuaries Mr. Jonathon Dixon

Secretary General

International Association of Insurance Supervisors
c/o Bank for International Settlements

CH-4002 Basel

Switzerland

Re: Public consultation on the Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active Insurance Groups (ComFrame)
Dear Secretary General Dixon,

On behalf of the Solvency Committee of the American Academy of Actuaries, | appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on
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the Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active Insurance Groups (ComFrame), dated July 31, 2018.
Below are our comments and suggested changes to the ComFrame document, outlined by section:

General Comment

International insurance markets are diverse; they have unique customers, products, organizational structures, legal frameworks,
regulatory oversight, and risk profiles. These characteristics differ not only across various markets but also among groups operating
within the same market. In addition, there is sometimes significant overlap between the risk management and actuarial functions
within a group. While it is appropriate to distinguish between the actuarial and risk management functions, we believe a degree of
overlap is entirely appropriate in the insurance space, particularly in the context of topics related to financial risk. For these reasons,
we believe that mandating specific activities that should be performed by the risk management vs. actuarial functions within a group
is overly prescriptive and inappropriate in a common framework. We suggest that the IAIS consider taking a more principle-based
approach and outline general activities that a group should be conducting and allow the group to determine how best to organize
itself to carry out those activities. In later sections of these comments, we outline sections where this might be applicable in the
framework.

kkkkk

Thank you for this opportunity to provide our views on the ComFrame public consultation. If you have any questions or would like to
discuss this letter in more detail, please contact Nikhail Nigam, the Academy's policy analyst for risk management and financial
reporting issues, at +1 202-223-8196 or nigam@actuary.org.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth K. Brill, MAAA, FSA

Chairperson, Solvency Committee

Risk Management and Financial Reporting Council
American Academy of Actuaries

cc: Steven J. Dreyer, Director, Federal Insurance Office, U.S. Department of Treasury

Commissioner Katherine L. Wade, Chair, International Insurance Relations (G) Committee, National Association of Insurance
Commissioners

David K. Sandberg, Chair, Insurance Regulation Committee, International Actuarial Association

Tom Sullivan, Associate Director, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
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8. Cincinnati
Insurance
Company

United States
of America

No

[1] The IAIS is seeking feedback on the draft overall Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active Insurance
Groups (ComFrame) through public consultation. The overall ComFrame includes the ComFrame Introduction and ComFrame
material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5 (Suitability of Persons); ICP 7 (Corporate Governance); ICP 8 (Risk Management
and Internal Controls); ICP 9 (Supervisory Review and Reporting); ICP 10 (Preventive Measures, Corrective Measures and
Sanctions); ICP 12 (Exit from the Market and Resolution); ICP 15 (Investments); ICP 16 (Enterprise Risk Management for Solvency
Purposes); ICP 23 (Group-wide Supervision); ICP 25 (Supervisory Cooperation and Coordination). [2] As we have stated many times
in similar sets of consultation comments, our company does not believe that the world needs a set of Insurance Core Principles
(ICPs), either as a standalone regulatory code or one enhanced and amplified for IAIGs under ComFrame. We also object to the
program under which the International Monetary Fund (IMF) grades the U.S. insurance regulatory system on its compliance with the
ICPs. [3] The core principles upon which the U.S. insurance regulatory system is premised have functioned perfectly for over 150
years and do not need an overhaul by the International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAIS) or by its ostensible parent
organization, the Financial Stability Board (FSB). [4] Therefore, we object to the overall ComFrame, including the ComFrame
Introduction and ComFrame material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25. There is no need for
the IAIS to promulgate an international insurance code on the topics addressed by ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25, or to
otherwise claim authority to regulate in these areas. The U.S. and other regulatory regimes are capable of regulating in these areas
on their own without interference by the IAIS. Given the substance of this comment, we see no need to answer Q2 through Q19.

9. Prudential

Financial, Inc.

United States
of America

No

Overarching Comments on the overall ComFrame Consultation

Prudential Financial, Inc. (Prudential Financial) thanks the International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAIS) for the
opportunity to comment on the July 31, 2018 public consultation on the Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally
Active Insurance Groups (ComFrame). We remain committed to the further development of global regulatory standards for the
insurance sector, provided they appropriately account for the diversity of insurance markets around the globe and the economics of
the life insurance business.

Broadly speaking, Prudential Financial believes ComFrame, and the Insurance Core Principles (ICPs) with which it builds upon,
generally offer sound principles for supervision and management of insurers; however, we continue to have concerns with the level
of prescription within these policy measures. Insurance markets around the world differ significantly - often by design - in their size,
level of development, prevailing risks underwritten/consumer needs, regulatory frameworks, etc. Global standards can inform
regulators and insurers on how to better protect policyholders and maintain fair, safe, and stable insurance markets but in doing so,
they must not infringe on the sovereignty of local markets. Striking an appropriate balance requires standards that place greater
emphasis on the substance of the best practice a supervisor or insurer should aim to achieve (as appropriate and relevant for their
market) than the form with which it is achieved. This theme is common throughout many of our comments on the ComFrame
consultation, which are intended to assist the IAIS with recasting ComFrame at a more appropriate (i.e., less prescriptive) altitude.

Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 17 of 308




"1\.

#IAIS =

In addition, we continue to believe the linkage between ComFrame and other IAIS policy measures is insufficient. The most obvious
example is the absence of an explanation for the role of the ICS relative to the broader ComFrame standards. The role of
governance, risk management, and other control function best practices in protecting policyholders and maintaining fair, safe, and
stable insurance markets is straight forward; however, the contributions of reporting an ICS - particularly one that has no relation to
thoughtfully cultivated jurisdictional solvency frameworks - is not. It is incumbent on the IAIS to accompany its call for ICS reporting
with the expected benefits this action will have for stakeholders and the complementary role it plays to other tools. We also observe
insufficient linkage and overlap between the ICPs and ComFrame - e.g., ICP standards that apply for a domestic insurance group
need not be repeated in ComFrame. Finally, we envision further work will be necessary to align ComFrame and the IAIS' holistic
approach to systemic risk when complete to maintain continuity and balance across its policy framework.

Prudential Financial again thanks the IAIS for seeking stakeholder input on the development of its policy measures. We look forward
to continuing to support the IAIS' efforts to deliver tools that are beneficial to insurance supervisors, the insurance industry, financial
markets, and most importantly policyholders and consumers around the world and would welcome the opportunity to discuss the
information included in our response should the IAIS wish to do so.

10. American USA No AlA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft overall ComFrame. The overarching concepts listed in the CD generally are

Property the correct principles to guide the development of ComFrame. However, there are points in the text of ComFrame where it appears

Casualty that the IAIS is adopting standards that are not consistent with the concepts.

Insurance

Association

(APCI) Key to the success of ComFrame is the principle of proportionality, which is closely tied to our concerns that ComFrame remains too
prescriptive and focused on a one-size fits all approach to IAIG supervision, despite a statement in the Introduction to the contrary.

11. Liberty USA No The 2018 version of ComFrame does not address the criticism Liberty Mutual and many other commenters have expressed in the

Mutual past. These areas of serious weakness continue to include the following:

Insurance

Group 1) ComFrame is too prescriptive. It mandates specific requirements that an IAIG's supervisor must impose. Too many of its
provisions are expressed in the form of "The Group-wide Supervisor requires that [the |AIG take specific steps]..." and not enough in
a form that focuses more on ensuring a particular outcome is achieved, leaving to the IAIG's management how best to do so.
ComFrame should focus on supervisory objectives and outcomes, not on dictating the actions an IAIG should take in conducting its
business. Statements in ComFrame asserting the document is "outcome focused", such as in Paragraph 21, are belied by the text of
the document itself.
2) Despite the assertions of the IAIS to the contrary, this version of ComFrame fails to reflect reasonable proportionality or
differences among IAIGs and still is subject to legitimate criticism that it has adopted a "one-size fits all" approach. The IAIS realizes
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IAIGs can be complicated, but its solution to addressing that complexity is a simplified system of inflexible regulatory requirements.

3) This version of ComFrame disregards time-tested and effective laws and regulatory practices in local jurisdictions, and ignores the
practical and political realities that would prevent its prescriptive solutions from ever being adopted in the U.S. and many other
jurisdictions. For example, the provisions regarding the GWS's authority over the conduct of boards of directors ignores centuries of
U.S. common law distinguishing the respective roles of directors and managers. Similarly, calling for supervisors to have direct
authority in many instances over holding companies that are not, themselves insurance companies, will simply never become law in
the U.S.

The IAIS must think more reasonably and realistically about these and similar issues before it adopts ComFrame. Liberty Mutual
urges the IAIS not to adopt ComFrame in its current form until these significant issues are confronted and addressed.

12. Property
Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

USA

No

The Property Casualty Insurers Association of America (PCl) appreciates the opportunity to respond to the IAIS' ComFrame
consultation draft. PCI promotes and protects the viability of a competitive private insurance market for the benefit of consumers and
insurers. PCl is composed of approximately 1,000 member companies and 340 insurance and reinsurance groups, representing the
broadest cross section of home, auto, and business insurers of any national trade association. PCl members represent all sizes,
structures, and regions, which protect families, communities, and businesses in the U.S. and across the globe. PClI members write
$245 billion in annual premium, which is 38 percent of the U.S. property casualty insurance marketplace.

PCl's primary concern with the Introduction to ComFrame relates to the overarching concepts described in paragraphs 22-25 and
which pertain to:

- Proportionality, and incorporating that concept by reference as described in the Introduction to the ICPs;

- Allocation of roles:

- Governance structures; and

- Group-wide supervision.

While we agree with what is stated for each of those overarching concepts, in some cases there is a need for:
- More text to clarify what is stated for the benefit of supervisors, stakeholders and assessors;

- Relocation of some text from the ICPs to this Introduction section to better clarify that the points made in that text are indeed
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overarching concepts that apply to all ICPs/ComFrame text, and not just the single ICP where that language currently resides; and
- Inclusion of additional overarching concepts.

We believe it most pragmatic to address these concerns through the section on overarching concepts in the Introduction; otherwise
numerous other detailed changes would be required throughout the ICPs/ComFrame text. Examples of each of the foregoing are
discussed below:

Additional Text to Clarify:

Our concerns in regard to clarifying existing text on the overarching concepts include paragraphs 24 and 25 on governance
structures and group-wide supervision, respectively. We don't disagree with either concept as described - assuming we understand
them correctly - but each of those concepts is described in only 1-2 very brief sentences, and is vastly outbalanced by the
preponderance of text in the body of the ICPs which, taken literally, is in conflict with the stated overarching concept.

In the case of governance structures, the overarching concept is that ComFrame is neutral ("does not favor") as to any particular
governance model, e.g., whether centralized or decentralized. That said, it seems that the ComFrame text embedded within the ICPs
is drafted primarily, if not exclusively, from the perspective of an IAIG with a centralized structure. For all readers to better
understand that to be simply a drafting convention rather than a conflict between the overarching concept and the ComFrame text,
additional clarification is needed.

For example, paragraph 24 on governance structures could be expanded with the following additional text:

"IAIGs have different models of governance (i.e. more centralized or more decentralized). ComFrame does not favor any particular
governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve. That said, for simplicity and
consistency, the accompanying ComFrame text has been written primarily from the standpoint of an IAIG with a centralized business
model. The text should nonetheless be read to apply as well to IAIGs with decentralized business models such that the standard
could be achieved on an outcomes basis regardless of the business model in use by an IAIG. Thus, and for example, ComFrame
text in ICP 16 in respect of certain group-wide functions and policies should not be taken to require that there is only one such
function or policy across the entire IAIG, or that it necessarily resides at the Head of the IAIG, or under the domain of a single key
person in a control function."

We consider the suggested additional text to be entirely consistent with the IAIS' responses to stakeholders. For example, in the prior
consultation on ComFrame text added to ICP 8, stakeholders commented on CF 8.6.b regarding the group-wide actuarial function:
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"In some jurisdictions it is common that an insurer's actuarial function is fulfilled collectively by several divisions. The standard should
be revised to allow for such practices. Performance of an actuarial function could vary across jurisdictions. In some cases, the
function is fulfilled by a division which is under the management of a Board member. Therefore, the standard should be revised to
allow for such practices under ComFrame and the term "independent" in the second bullet point should be deleted."

The IAIS responded as follows:
"The organization of the insurer can be structured in various ways as long as the requirement of the independence is satisfied."

We concur with that response, which reflects the outcomes-oriented intent of the ComFrame standards. That said, the changes that
were then made to CF 8.6.b do not address the stakeholder's comments, nor do they incorporate the IAIS' response. This appears to
be a somewhat pervasive phenomenon that reflects decisions as to drafting styles and conventions for ComFrame, but in the
absence of sufficient explanation nonetheless give readers a quite different impression. That is why we believe additional
explanatory and clarifying text is necessary, and which can be most simply and pragmatically addressed through the suggestions in
marked text above, to be added to the section on overarching concepts in the ComFrame Introduction.

Similarly, paragraph 25 on group-wide supervision should be clarified and expanded. It currently reads as follows:
'Whereas the ICPs are neutral as to direct or indirect approaches to group-wide supervision, ComFrame uses a direct approach for
certain powers as indicated by the relevant ComFrame Standards."

While we note that the term "uses" has replaced "requires" from a prior version, the implication remains that ComFrame is not neutral
on the matter of direct v. indirect supervision (as in the case of the ICPs). Indeed, CF 10.0.a provides that "where appropriate, the
group-wide supervisor applies supervisory measures directly to the Head of the IAIG...." The only situation where the related
guidance acknowledges that the group-wide supervisor uses indirect powers is when the Head of the IAIG is located outside the
jurisdiction of the group-wide supervisor. Our concerns therefore are (1) the standard is thus not "outcomes-focused" as per
paragraph 21 in the ComFrame Introduction and (2) does not recognize the state-based system in the United States.

This is consistent with PCl's comments in the prior consultation about the Introduction and Assessment Methodology including
ComFrame material embedded therein:

"If the Head of the IAIG is not a registered insurance company, under U.S. state law, a direct approach for certain powers may not be
available to the group wide supervisor. Similarly, it may be difficult for the insurance supervisor to apply supervisory measures
directly on an unregulated entity."

The IAIS response was:
"Para 16 makes it clear that both direct and indirect approaches are fine as long as the outcome is similar."
While PCl's comment was clearly in regard to ComFrame (reference to IAIG in text), the IAIS response referenced ICP text, which
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text we consider to not apply to IAIGs because of the specific ComFrame text at paragraph 25.

If, as we hope, the intent of the IAIS is to be neutral as to direct vs. indirect powers in ComFrame, we recommend the following
changes to paragraph 25:

"The ICPs and ComFrame are neutral as to direct or indirect approaches to group-wide supervision. That said, for purposes of
simplicity in the construction of the ComFrame text, it has been primarily written from the standpoint of direct supervision. This
drafting convention should not be taken to mean that indirect powers are inappropriate for group-wide supervision of IAIGs or would
be inherently deficient in achieving outcomes similar to those for direct supervision of IAIGs. It therefore follows that where
ComFrame text generally is stated in terms of the "group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to do X, Y or Z", that in the
case of a group-wide supervisor applying indirect powers, it should be read that "the group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG to do X,
Yorz""

If the intent is otherwise, i.e., that indirect powers are fine for supervision of non-IAIGs but that direct powers are a necessary
precondition for supervision of IAIGs, then we have significant concerns. Using the size of a group and the amount of its international
business as a trigger to suddenly require a change to the nature of the powers of the supervisor is unrealistic. The powers of the
supervisor in a jurisdiction are set by legislative authority and consider a myriad of factors and a history of legislative, political and
judicial developments. ComFrame should not presume those powers can be changed, or that one approach is necessarily better
than another for a particular jurisdiction.

Relocation of Text:

A key issue pertains to an item covered in the part of the August 29, 2018 Stakeholder call on "Overarching Issues Related to
Drafting of ComFrame," specifically on prescriptiveness, limiting the necessary flexibility, one-size-fits-all approach, and materiality.
This is an issue that was raised by some stakeholders in the earlier consultation on ICP 7, to which the IAIS responded at that time
as follows:

"In most of the cases it is clear that the Head of the group/IAIG takes into account the overall risks and activities of the individual
legal entities across the group and focuses on those which are material for the group as a whole, even when materiality is not
referred to explicitly. To help clarify this issue and the role of materiality, new text has will be added to Introductory Guidance of ICP
7. Materiality is mentioned explicitly when it is necessary taking into account the context of the standard, in particular when a
standard is not supported by guidance that provide further details on which risks, activities, etc. should be considered in a particular
case."

As was mentioned on the Stakeholder call, language was indeed added to ICP 7, specifically, paragraph 7.0.8, which states as
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follows:

"The head of the group is ultimately responsible for the group's sound and prudent management. In doing so, it should take into
account the risks and activities of the individual legal entities within the group, focusing in particular on those which are material for
the group as a whole. While the ultimate responsibility for corporate governance at the group-level lies with the head of the group,
the legal entities within a group are, and remain, fully responsible for their own sound and prudent management. As a result of this
distinction in responsibilities, it is important to have appropriate coordination on corporate governance, based on the group's
organizational model, between the group-wide level and the legal entity level."

It was noted on the call that proportionality applies to IAIGs, too, given their varying complexities, even if materiality is not referred to
specifically in the text.

All that said, paragraph 7.0.8 is in the ICP text and therefore is not subject to the current consultation. Nonetheless, and despite that
the paragraph clearly is an overarching issue - as described in the stakeholder call - it now resides in the text of a single ICP (ICP 7)
rather than in the Introduction to the ICPs and ComFrame where other overarching material is included (e.g., paragraphs 9 and 10
on proportionality and risk-based supervision; and paragraphs 22-25 on allocation of roles, governance structures, and group-wide
supervision). Placed only in ICP 7 and phrased in the context of governance, it would not seem to have that overarching intent.
Therefore, we recommend moving paragraph 7.0.8 from ICP 7 to the Introduction to ComFrame and including it with the other
overarching concepts that begin at paragraph 22. We also recommend that it be explicitly clarified to apply to governance broadly,
specifically including the applicable control functions which are covered in other ICPs - compliance, actuarial, audit, and enterprise
risk management.

Q2 Comment on

paragraph 18

13. American Office of No ACLI welcomes efficient, effective, and coordinated supervision of internationally active insurance groups. We believe such
Council of Life General supervision will benefit consumers and policyholders around the world. To accomplish those collective objectives, ComFrame must
Insurers Counsel mature to a more principles-based framework, recognizing that jurisdictions must be allowed flexibility in how they choose to
implement desired outcomes.

Q3 Comment on paragraph 19
14. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe appreciates the clarification introduced in the last sentence of paragraph 19.
Europe
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15. American
Council of Life
Insurers

Office of
General
Counsel

No

ACLI appreciates and endorses these aspirational goals. We believe that addressing them means accepting that nations have their
own needs as well as different legal frameworks.

ACLI respectfully observes that this draft retains strong preferences toward direct supervision and toward centralized operations. We
urge further amendments to adjust those preferences.

16. Prudential
Financial, Inc.

United States
of America

No

While the IAIS may have means for compelling implementation of the standards it promulgates it does not have the authority to
establish requirements. As such the text in paragraph 19 should be modified to read as follows - "ComFrame provides quantitative
and qualitative supervisory standards and guidance tailored to the ......... ". This adjustment would align the text to other sections of
ComFrame, such as paragraph 21 (within "Structure"). In addition, we believe the final sentence should be modified to stress the
importance of substance over form with respect to the practices identified throughout ComFrame - "; however, it does not create a
one-size-fits all approach to IAIG supervision as ultimately, it is more important that supervisors and IAIGs achieve the substance of
ComFrame standards than the form with which they are expressed within the document.”

Q4 Comment on

paragraph 20

17. AIA Group

Hong Kong

No

The ICS is being developed as part of ComFrame and there will be a 5-year monitoring period. We understand that the ICS is not to
be used as a group-wide PCR during the monitoring period. In this respect we respectfully submit that in addition to this statement, it
be made clear that during the monitoring period, results of the ICS will not lead to any regulatory or supervisory consequences on an
IAIG.

18. American
Council of Life
Insurers

Office of
General
Counsel

No

ACLI welcomes the IAIS recommendation for an ICS monitoring period. We offer these suggestions to make it effective:
1. An oversight committee should be created. The "policy process' should not be dismantled and dispersed.

2. Impact assessments should be performed. Before concluding that the ICS is suitable for jurisdictional implementation, the IAIS
should assess the potential impact of the ICS on local insurance markets and on insurance groups.

3. A feedback loop for both supervisor and industry input should be established. We believe that robust supervisor and industry
engagement and feedback is a center-piece of an effective monitoring period. A feedback loop should occur during the monitoring
period to allow for emerging findings to inform potential refinements to the ICS.

4. The monitoring period should be effectively and centrally administered. The assessment of "other methods" to an ICS should be
done in a transparent manner and be subject to consultation with stakeholders. It should include principles for assessing
comparability and include GAAP Plus, internal models, national discretions, and the Aggregation Method. The ICS should not be
advanced in the absence of a vote at the end of the monitoring period that the final ICS is fit for purpose.
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5. Confidentiality of individual groups' data and results should be ensured.

The ICS should not automatically be inserted into supervisory colleges. During the monitoring period, the ICS will continue to be
calculated on a basis that is approximate and unaudited, and that lacks formal controls. Companies will not be managing to their ICS
ratios because they will not be legally required to do so. Consequently, there is a risk that supervisors could draw misleading and
inappropriate conclusions from ICS results during the monitoring period. The IAIS and supervisors should also not create any
expectations that the monitoring period results will lead to any real world supervisory outcomes.

19. Association | United No The ABI welcomes the inclusion of the ICS version 2.0 into the ComFrame, and the recognition that it will be used during a 5-year

of British Kingdom monitoring period for confidential reporting to group-wide supervisors. We welcome the 1AIS's confirmation that it will not be used as

Insurers a Prescribed Capital Requirement (PCR) during the monitoring period.
However, we feel that there is a lack of clarity on how and when the quantitative aspect, i.e. the ICS V 2.0 will be integrated into
ComFrame, and how it will it fit together with ICP 14 (Valuation) and ICP 17 (Capital Adequacy).

20. Prudential United States | No While paragraph 19 speaks to the benefits the IAIS hopes to achieve through ComFrame, paragraph 20 has no such benefits to offer

Financial, Inc. of America for the ICS. We note that a more general message on the aspirations of the ICS, understanding it remains uncertain if they will ever
ultimately be achieved given remaining shortcomings of the framework, would be more appropriate for a paragraph within the
ComFrame introduction.

Q5 Comment on paragraph 21

21. International | International No The first sentence makes reference to the applicability of ICP's to insurers but fails to mention their applicability to insurance groups

Actuarial generally as well as IAIG's specifically.

Association

22. Prudential United States | No Consistent with the introductory paragraph, the first bullet should be modified to read as follows - "...... outcomes-focused, standards

Financial, Inc. of America and guidance for supervisors." Further, this would also address the inconsistency with the second bullet which expressly states that
ComFrame does not represent requirements.

Q6 Comment on paragraph 22

23. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe appreciates the reference to the principle of proportionality in paragraph 22.

Europe
Insurance Europe further suggests including in the list of "overarching concepts" the need for all ICPs/ComFrame provisions to be
read in light of confidentiality. Although ICP 3 addresses information sharing and confidentiality, the need for confidentiality also
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exists outside of the sharing of information between supervisors. Furthermore, the references to the need for confidentiality made in
some parts of the ICPs/ ComFrame provisions may give the impression that these are the only situations in which confidentiality
needs to be maintained.

In addition, materiality should be reflected in the overarching concepts (as well as throughout the provisions) as it is a fundamental
element of risk-based supervision.

It should also be made clear that these "overarching concepts" also apply to the various documents sitting under the ICPs/
ComFrame provisions, such as Application Papers.

Association of
America (PCI)

24. German Germany No GDV appreciates the reference to the principle of proportionality in paragraph 22. In addition, materiality should be reflected in the
Insurance overarching concepts (as well as throughout the provisions) as it is a fundamental element of risk-based supervision.

Association

25. General Japan No We welcome the explicit reference to proportionality. We recognize that proportionality would be applied on every standard and
Insurance guidance of the ComFrame in line with this provision and the size, complexity and business characteristics will be taken into account.
Association of

Japan

26. American Office of No ACLI strongly urges that IAIS recognize that any successful ComFrame must be principles-based, acknowledging the collective goal
Council of Life General of engendering deserved confidence among supervisors.

Insurers Counsel

27. American USA No We appreciate that the IAIS acknowledges that the "overarching concepts identified in the ICP introduction are equally applicable to
Property ComFrame, in particular proportionality." We agree that proportionality needs to be embraced throughout ComFrame, and we
Casualty recommend that an explicit reference be added to paragraph 22 referring and incorporating by reference the subject ICP text on
Insurance proportionality contained in paragraphs 9 and 10.

Association

(APCI)

28. Property USA No We agree that the overarching principle of proportionality identified in the ICP Introduction should be equally applicable to

Casualty ComFrame. That said, and to remove all doubt, we recommend that an explicit reference be added to paragraph 22 referring and
Insurers incorporating by reference the subject ICP text on proportionality contained in paragraphs 9 and 10.

A key issue about proportionality pertains to an item covered in the part of the August 29, 2018 Stakeholder call on "Overarching
Issues Related to Drafting of ComFrame," specifically on prescriptiveness, limiting the necessary flexibility, one-size-fits-all approach,
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and materiality. This is an issue that was raised by some Stakeholders in the earlier consultation on ICP 7, to which the IAIS
responded at that time as follows:

"In most of the cases it is clear that the Head of the group/IAIG takes into account the overall risks and activities of the individual
legal entities across the group and focuses on those which are material for the group as a whole, even when materiality is not
referred to explicitly. To help clarify this issue and the role of materiality, new text has will be added to Introductory Guidance of ICP
7. Materiality is mentioned explicitly when it is necessary taking into account the context of the standard, in particular when a
standard is not supported by guidance that provide further details on which risks, activities, etc. should be considered in a particular
case."

As was mentioned on the stakeholder call, language was indeed added to ICP 7, specifically, paragraph 7.0.8, which states as
follows:

"The head of the group is ultimately responsible for the group's sound and prudent management. In doing so, it should take into
account the risks and activities of the individual legal entities within the group, focusing in particular on those which are material for
the group as a whole. While the ultimate responsibility for corporate governance at the group-level lies with the head of the group,
the legal entities within a group are, and remain, fully responsible for their own sound and prudent management. As a result of this
distinction in responsibilities, it is important to have appropriate coordination on corporate governance, based on the group's
organizational model, between the group-wide level and the legal entity level."

It was noted on the call that proportionality applies to IAIGs, too, given their varying complexities, even if materiality is not referred to
specifically in the text.

All that said, paragraph 7.0.8 is in the ICP text and therefore is not subject to the current consultation. Nonetheless, and despite that
the paragraph clearly is an overarching issue - as described in the stakeholder call - it now resides in the text of a single ICP (ICP 7)
rather than in the Introduction to the ICPs and ComFrame where other overarching material is included (e.g., paragraphs 9 and 10
on proportionality and risk-based supervision; and paragraphs 22-25 on allocation of roles, governance structures, and group-wide
supervision). Placed only in ICP 7 and phrased in the context of governance, it would not seem to have that overarching intent.
Therefore, we recommend moving paragraph 7.0.8 from ICP 7 to the Introduction to ComFrame and including it with the other
overarching concepts that begin at paragraph 22. We also recommend that it be explicitly clarified to apply to governance broadly,
specifically including the applicable control functions which are covered in other ICPs - compliance, actuarial, audit, and enterprise
risk management.

Q7 Comment on paragraph 23
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Association of
America (PCI)

29. International | International No The second sentence appears to not include the situation in which host supervisors of an IAIG can supervise both insurer legal

Actuarial entities and insurance groups of the |AIG within their supervisory powers (i.e. can have insurance groups within an |AIG).

Association

30. American Office of No ACLI urges acknowledgement that the group-wide supervisor must coordinate any proposed action with the host supervisor(s) with

Council of Life General appropriate legal authority.

Insurers Counsel

Q8 Comment on paragraph 24

31. American Office of No This draft retains texts that prefers centralized structures, which ACLI urges be adjusted to implement this statement.

Council of Life General

Insurers Counsel

32. Prudential United States | No We note that while the "overarching concepts" section, and this paragraph in particular notes ComFrame has an outcomes-based

Financial, Inc. of America focus the standards and guidance within the framework are often overly specific of prescriptive and fail to align with this foundational
principle.

33. American USA No Though the ComFrame draft states that it "does not favour any particular governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes

Property that the governance model needs to achieve", there appears to be a bias or assumption in favor of a centralized structure of

Casualty corporate governance throughout ComFrame and related ICP material.

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

34. Property USA No There is a need to clarify existing text on the overarching concept in paragraph 24 on governance structures. We don't disagree with

Casualty the concept as described - assuming we understand it correctly - but it is described in only 2 very brief sentences, and is vastly

Insurers outbalanced by the preponderance of text in the body of the ICPs which, taken literally, is in conflict with the stated overarching

concept.

In the case of governance structures, the overarching concept is that ComFrame is neutral ("does not favor") as to any particular
governance model, e.g., whether centralized or decentralized. That said, it seems that the ComFrame text embedded within the ICPs
is drafted primarily, if not exclusively, from the perspective of an IAIG with a centralized structure. For all readers to better
understand that to be simply a drafting convention rather than a conflict between the overarching concept and the ComFrame text,
additional clarification is needed.
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For example, paragraph 24 on governance structures could be expanded with the following additional text:

"IAIGs have different models of governance (i.e. more centralized or more decentralized). ComFrame does not favor any particular
governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve. That said, for simplicity and
consistency, the accompanying ComFrame text has been written primarily from the standpoint of an IAIG with a centralized business
model. The text should nonetheless be read to apply as well to IAIGs with decentralized business models such that the standard
could be achieved on an outcomes basis regardless of the business model in use by an IAIG. Thus, and for example, ComFrame
text in ICP 16 in respect of certain group-wide functions and policies should not be taken to require that there is only one such
function or policy across the entire IAIG, or that it necessarily resides at the Head of the IAIG, or under the domain of a single key
person in a control function."

We consider the suggested additional text, above, to be entirely consistent with the IAIS' responses to stakeholders. For example, in
the prior consultation on ComFrame text added to ICP 8, stakeholders commented on CF 8.6.b regarding the group-wide actuarial
function:

"In some jurisdictions it is common that an insurer's actuarial function is fulfilled collectively by several divisions. The standard should
be revised to allow for such practices. Performance of an actuarial function could vary across jurisdictions. In some cases, the
function is fulfilled by a division which is under the management of a Board member. Therefore, the standard should be revised to
allow for such practices under ComFrame and the term "independent" in the second bullet point should be deleted."

The IAIS responded as follows:
"The organization of the insurer can be structured in various ways as long as the requirement of the independence is satisfied."

We concur with that response, which reflects the outcomes-oriented intent of the ComFrame standards. That said, the changes that
were then made to CF 8.6.b do not address the stakeholder's comments, nor do they incorporate the IAIS' response. This appears to
be a somewhat pervasive phenomenon that reflects decisions as to drafting styles and conventions for ComFrame, but in the
absence of sufficient explanation nonetheless give readers a quite different impression. That is why we believe additional
explanatory and clarifying text is necessary, and which can be most simply and pragmatically addressed through the suggestions in
marked text above, to be added to the section on overarching concepts in the ComFrame Introduction.

35. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

We appreciate this paragraph recognizing that ComFrame does not favor any particular governance model and instead focuses on
the outcomes and that it reiterates what is in ICP Guidance 8.0.7. However, as this seems to be an overarching concept, we suggest
considering whether this should be in the ICP Introduction as it applies to all groups - not just IAIGs.

Additionally, it seems revisions have tried to clarify at which level of the IAIG ComFrame standards and guidance are addressed (i.e.,
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the Head of the IAIG, the group as a whole, the individual legal entities, etc.). While this has been helpful on one hand, some
material reads as if the expectation is that the Head of the IAIG is expected to perform all group-level functions and activities versus
having responsibility to ensure that it is done somewhere within the IAIG and that there is an overall group-wide overview. As a
result, some material reads as if a centralized approach is required. This should be solved by adding additional text to this paragraph
to better articulate the IAIS's intentions and expectations for allowing IAIGs flexibility in their governance models in order to meet the
outcomes described in the ComFrame material as well as reviewing relevant ComFrame material with this in mind.

Finally, we appreciate that ICP Guidance 7.0.8 was added to explain materiality as it is an important concept in a group context;
however, given the structure of the ICPs and ComFrame, it is not clear if this paragraph and the explanation that it provides flows
beyond ICP 7 as well as up to cover ComFrame material. As this point may get lost where it currently sits as 7.0.8, suggest
considering whether to move it up to either the ICP or ComFrame Introduction as it provides helpful context, especially related to
governance issues.

Q9 Comment on

paragraph 25

36. Insurance Europe No The IAIS recognises that there are "indirect" and "direct" approaches to group-wide supervision across jurisdictions, and in some

Europe cases a combination of both approaches. While the |AIS states that ICPs are neutral to either approach, paragraph 25 of ComFrame
Introduction indicates that "ComFrame uses a direct approach for certain powers as indicated by relevant ComFrame standards”. It
is unclear throughout the ComFrame text which powers will render the use of a direct approach.

37. German Germany No The |AIS recognises that there are "indirect" and "direct" approaches to group-wide supervision across jurisdictions and in some

Insurance cases a combination of both approaches. While the IAIS states that ICPs are neutral to either approach, paragraph 25 of ComFrame

Association Introduction indicates that "ComFrame uses a direct approach for certain powers as indicated by relevant ComFrame standards". It
is unclear throughout the ComFrame text which powers will render the use of a direct approach.

38. American Office of No ACLI believes that the group-wide supervisor must coordinate any proposed action with the host supervisor with appropriate legal

Council of Life General authority.

Insurers Counsel

39. Association | United No The ABI notes IAIS recognition that there are "indirect' and "direct' approaches to group-wide supervision across jurisdictions, and in

of British Kingdom some cases a combination of both approaches. While the IAIS states that ICPs are neutral to either approach, point 25 of

Insurers ComFrame states that "ComFrame uses a direct approach for certain powers as indicated by relevant ComFrame standards". It is
not clear throughout the ComFrame text which "certain' powers will require the use of a direct approach.

40. Property USA No Paragraph 25 on group-wide supervision should be clarified and expanded. It currently reads as follows:

Casualty "Whereas the ICPs are neutral as to direct or indirect approaches to group-wide supervision, ComFrame uses a direct approach for
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Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

certain powers as indicated by the relevant ComFrame Standards."

While we note that the term "uses" has replaced "requires" from a prior version, the implication remains, that ComFrame is not
neutral on the matter of direct v. indirect supervision (as in the case of the ICPs). Indeed, CF 10.0.a provides that "where
appropriate, the group-wide supervisor applies supervisory measures directly to the Head of the IAIG...." The only situation where
the guidance related to that standard acknowledges that the group-wide supervisor uses indirect powers is when the Head of the
IAIG is located outside the jurisdiction of the group-wide supervisor.

Our concerns therefore are (1) the standard is thus not "outcomes-focused" as per paragraph 21 in the ComFrame Introduction and
(2) does not recognize the state-based system in the United States.

This is consistent with PCl's comments in the prior consultation about the Introduction and Assessment Methodology including
ComFrame material embedded therein:

"If the Head of the IAIG is not a registered insurance company, under U.S. state law, a direct approach for certain powers may not be
available to the group wide supervisor. Similarly, it may be difficult for the insurance supervisor to apply supervisory measures
directly on an unregulated entity."

The IAIS response was:
"Para 16 makes it clear that both direct and indirect approaches are fine as long as the outcome is similar."

While PCl's comment was clearly in regard to ComFrame (reference to IAIG in text), the IAIS response referenced ICP text, which
text we consider to not apply to IAIGs because of the specific, and different, ComFrame text at paragraph 25.

If, as we hope, the intent of the IAIS is to be neutral as to direct v. indirect powers in ComFrame, we recommend the following
changes to paragraph 25:

"The ICPs and ComFrame are neutral as to direct or indirect approaches to group-wide supervision. That said, for purposes of
simplicity in the construction of the ComFrame text, it has been primarily written from the standpoint of direct supervision. This
drafting convention should not be taken to mean that indirect powers are inappropriate for group-wide supervision of 1AlIGs or would
be inherently deficient in achieving outcomes similar to those for direct supervision of IAIGs. It therefore follows that where
ComFrame text generally is stated in terms of the "group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to do X, Y or Z", that in the
case of a group-wide supervisor applying indirect powers, it should be read that "the group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG to do X,
Yorz""

If the intent is otherwise, i.e., that indirect powers are fine for supervision of non-IAIGs but that direct powers are a necessary
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precondition for supervision of IAIGs, then we have significant concerns. Using the size of a group and the amount of its international
business as a trigger to suddenly require a change to the nature of the powers of the supervisor is unrealistic. The powers of the
supervisor in a jurisdiction are set by legislative authority and which consider a myriad of factors and a history of legislative, political
and judicial developments. ComFrame should not presume those powers can be changed, or that one approach is necessarily better
than another for a particular jurisdiction.

41. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

It seems revisions have tried to clarify at which level of the IAIG standards and guidance are addressed (i.e., the Head of the IAIG,
the group as a whole, the individual legal entities, etc.). While this has been helpful on one hand, some material reads as if the
expectation is that the group-wide supervisor needs to have a direct approach. The IAIS already identified a specific list of things that
the group-wide supervisor should have the authority to do directly. However, in trying to be clearer on the level, a number of
ComFrame standards now read as requiring a direct approach. This should be solved by adding additional text to this paragraph to
better clarify the IAIS's intentions and expectations on group-wide supervision approaches in the context of ComFrame as well as
reviewing the standards themselves to ensure they do not require a direct approach where this is not intended.

Q10 General comment on Glossary terms

42. International
Actuarial
Association

International

No

The IAA notes that within ICP 16, especially its ComFrame elements, terms such as "financial position", "solvency position",
"prospective solvency position", "current financial condition”, "future financial condition" and "prospective analysis of the financial
situation" are used without supporting glossary entries to clarify and distinguish their meanings. The IAA strongly recommends that

such definitions be developed and the terms in this ICP (and perhaps other ICP's) be appropriately streamlined.

Q11 Comment on definition of IAIG Board

43. Prudential United States | No We suggest this definition be modified to read as follows - "The Board of the Internationally Active Insurance Group."

Financial, Inc. of America
More broadly, we request further clarity and definition on what "the Head of the IAIG" and how this may vary from "the IAIG Board",
"Senior Management" and/or "Management". Historically, we have been advised to interpret "the Head of the IAIG" and "the Board"
as both referring to the Board. However, CF 7.0 a, b, and c refer to "the Head of the IAIG" while CF 7.1a and CF 7.2a refer to "the
IAIG Board", which indicates the IAIS may be speaking to different groups. If the intention is for "the Head of the IAIG" to refer to "the
Management of the IAIG" (e.g., Senior Management, management in charge of running the company operations day to day, etc.),
then we suggest you those more specific terms be used instead.

44. American USA No We note that paragraph 16.12.4 includes some text which can be read as an alternative (and perhaps conflicting) definition of the

Property term as it is defined in the glossary. We recommend that language be deleted from 16.12.4 and added to the definition that in the

Casualty glossary.

Insurance
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Association of
America (PCI)

Association

(APCI)

45. Property USA No We note that paragraph 16.12.4 includes some text which can be read as an alternative (and perhaps conflicting) definition of the
Casualty term as it is defined in the glossary. We recommend that language be deleted from 16.12.4 and added to the definition in the
Insurers

Q12 Comment on definition of contingency plan

Association of
America (PCI)

46. Insurance Europe No In this context, a reference to CF 23.1.a and other relevant guidance on the definition of "Head of the IAIG" would be useful.
Europe

47. American USA No The definition of IAIG Board seems appropriate. However, we recommend that the IAIS define the term "Head of the Internationally
Property Active Insurance Group" in the Glossary because of its importance to the definition of the IAIG Board and use elsewhere in the CD.
Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

48. Property USA No We agree with the definition of "IAIG Board". However, the definition includes the term "Head of the Internationally Active Insurance
Casualty Group," a term that itself is not defined, nor does it seem to be used elsewhere in the document. But "Head of IAIG" is used
Insurers extensively in the document. We suggest adding "Head of IAIG" to the IAIS Glossary as well, perhaps referring to ICP 23 by way of

Q13 Comment on definition of liquidation

49. Direccién
General de
Seguros y
Fondos de
Pensiones

Spain

No

The reference that a branch can also be put in liquidation should be understood in the sense of ceasing, stopping the activity, no in
the sense of the liquidation of the branch as such. In accordance with the previous some adaptation in the wording is considered

Q14 Comment on definition of portfolio transfer
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50. Insurance Europe No Whilst Insurance Europe does not necessarily disagree with the proposed definition of portfolio transfer, it should be made clear that

Europe the transfer of a single policy does not trigger the same supervisory processes as transfers of all or parts of an insurer's portfolios of
contracts. In some provisions under ICP 6 for example, it appears that IAIS considers the transfer of a single policy should suffice to
trigger a full supervisory approval process. This would not be efficient or proportionate.

51. German Germany No It should be made clear that the transfer of a single policy does not trigger the same supervisory processes as transfers of all or parts

Insurance of an insurer's portfolios of contracts. In some provisions under ICP 6 for example, it appears that IAIS considers the transfer of a

Association single policy should suffice to trigger a full supervisory approval process. This would not be efficient or proportionate.

Q15 Comment on definition of recovery plan

Q16 Comment on definition of resolution

Q17 Comment on definition of resolution authority

Q18 Comment on definition of resolution plan

Q19 Comment on definition of run-off
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ComFrame in ICPs 5, 7 and 8

Organisation Jurisdiction Confidential | Answer

Q1 General Comment on ComFrame in ICP 5

1. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe generally supports the ComFrame material related to ICP5 and the acknowledgement of the principle of
Europe proportionality, with the recommendation to consider the Board collectively in the requirements for knowledge/experience
(CF5.2.a.1).

Reference is made to the comments provided in response to the IAIS' consultation in June 2017
(https://lwww.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-consultations/2017/revision-of-icps-and-comframe/file/72362/members-
and-stakeholders-comments-on-comframe-integrated-in-icps-5-7-8).

General comments on ICP 5

- Insurance Europe notes that demonstrations of suitability (ICP 5.3) should be done initially (as it is already the case in
many jurisdictions). The demonstration of suitability on an ongoing basis should only be explicitly requested by the
supervisor in cases where there is a reason to question the suitability of the Board Member, Senior Management, Key
Person in Control Functions or Significant Owner in place.

- Insurance Europe would suggest that the last bullet point on "other indicators" in ICP 5.3.7 is highly subjective (compared
to the other examples included in the list) and therefore may be of only limited use for supervisors in their implementation of
ICP 5.

- Save as a resolution measure in exceptional circumstances, Insurance Europe would like to stress that supervisors should
not be able to actively choose and appoint Board Members or other decision-making or management functions. The fourth
bullet point in ICP 5.5.1 seems to indicate that this was the case. The selection of candidates and their appointment -
subject to their suitability - should remain in the responsibility of the insurer/IAIG and supervisors should not be able to
actively interfere with this decision.

- Insurance Europe would also suggest that imposing additional reporting requirements and increasing solvency monitoring
activities (fifth bullet point in ICP 5.5.1) is not the most obvious/suitable supervisory measure to take in case of governance /
suitability shortcomings. The former (imposing additional reporting requirements) will not improve compliance with suitability
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requirements and should therefore be deleted. The latter (increasing solvency monitoring activities) is further just the
realisation of the overarching concept of risk-based supervision and would not have to be listed here as a separate
measure.

- Insurance Europe considers that after Significant Owners have been approved by the supervisor, supervisory measures
should not overly interfere with their activities. ICP 5.5.2 should therefore be deleted. In particular, Insurance Europe has
strong concerns over the possibility for the supervisor to decide on the "suspension of the exercise of their corresponding
voting rights or the nullification or annulment of any votes cast by the Significant Owners".

2. Global
Federation of
Insurance
Associations

Global

No

GFIA appreciates the opportunity to comment. GFIA encourages the IAIS to avoid creating even greater complexity by
introducing additional suitability requirements beyond those already in place.

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP GFIA would point out that there are frequent references to actions that group-wide
supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how
these actions should take place and more importantly a lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the
action. An example is ICP 5.5,

In particular, as noted in our response to the consultation on ICP 5 in 2017, ICP 5.4 and ICP 5.6 purport to give supervisors
far-reaching powers, and it is uncertain how these powers would be applied in practice, in particular if there is a conflict
between the group-wide and legal entity supervisors.

Save as a resolution measure in exceptional circumstances, GFIA would like to stress that supervisors should not be able to
actively choose and appoint Board Members or other decision-making or management functions. The fourth bullet point in
ICP 5.5.1 seems to indicate that this was the case. The selection of candidates and their appointment - subject to their
suitability - should remain in the responsibility of the insurer/IAIG and supervisors should not be able to actively interfere
with this decision.

Imposing additional reporting requirements and increasing solvency monitoring activities (fifth bullet point in ICP 5.5.1) is not
the most obvious/suitable supervisory measure to take in case of governance / suitability shortcomings. The former
(additional reporting requirements) does not address any shortcomings and should be deleted. The latter (increasing
solvency monitoring activities) is further just the realisation of the overarching concept of risk-based supervision and would
not have to be listed here as a separate measure.
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3. Institute of Global No While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in

International the context of the underlying ICP we would point out that there are frequent references to actions that group-wide

Finance supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how
these actions should take place and more importantly a lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the
action.

4. American Office of No *Lack of Objective Criteria or Standards to Guide Supervisory Action*:

Council of Life General

Insurers Counsel While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in

the context of the underlying ICP we would point out that there are frequent references to actions that group-wide
supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how
these actions should take place and more importantly a lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the
action. An example is ICP 5.5, which merely states: "The supervisor takes appropriate action to rectify the situation when

Board Members, Senior Management and Key Persons in Control Functions or Significant Owners no longer meet suitability
requirements."

6. Association of | United No In principle, ComFrame in ICP § appears to broadly align with Solvency Il and its solvency ratio and capital requirements;
British Insurers Kingdom however, we would emphasise that any new initiative should not conflict with or add additional complexity to existing
regulatory regimes.

Having recently experienced a number of significant changes to regulatory requirements in relation to suitability of senior
managers and key function holders, the ABI encourages the IAIS to avoid creating even greater complexity by introducing
suitability requirements in ComFrame that are uncertain in their practical application to an IAIG.

In particular, as noted in the ABI's response to the consultation on ICP 5in 2017, ICP 5.4 and ICP 5.6 purport to give
supervisors very far-reaching powers, and it is uncertain how these powers would be applied in practice, in particular if there
is a conflict between the group-wide and legal entity supervisors. It is unclear how far the powers extend, i.e. whether they
apply at the level of the individual legal entity and/or the group, and how the powers in ICP 5.6 interact with the provisions of
ICPs 3 and 25. This could be addressed by introducing ComFrame guidance in relation to ICPs 5.4 and 5.6.

8. Cincinnati United States No [1] The IAIS is seeking feedback on the draft overall Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active
Insurance of America Insurance Groups (ComFrame) through public consultation. The overall ComFrame includes the ComFrame Introduction
Company and ComFrame material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5 (Suitability of Persons); ICP 7 (Corporate Governance);

ICP 8 (Risk Management and Internal Controls); ICP 9 (Supervisory Review and Reporting); ICP 10 (Preventive Measures,
Corrective Measures and Sanctions); ICP 12 (Exit from the Market and Resolution); ICP 15 (Investments); ICP 16
(Enterprise Risk Management for Solvency Purposes); ICP 23 (Group-wide Supervision); ICP 25 (Supervisory Cooperation
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and Coordination). [2] As we have stated many times in similar sets of consultation comments, our company does not
believe that the world needs a set of Insurance Core Principles (ICPs), either as a standalone regulatory code or one
enhanced and amplified for IAIGs under ComFrame. We also object to the program under which the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) grades the U.S. insurance regulatory system on its compliance with the ICPs. [3] The core principles upon which
the U.S. insurance regulatory system is premised have functioned perfectly for over 150 years and do not need an overhaul
by the International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAIS) or by its ostensible parent organization, the Financial
Stability Board (FSB). [4] Therefore, we object to the overall ComFrame, including the ComFrame Introduction and
ComFrame material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25. There is no need for the
IAIS to promulgate an international insurance code on the topics addressed by ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25, or
to otherwise claim authority to regulate in these areas. The U.S. and other regulatory regimes are capable of regulating in
these areas on their own without interference by the IAIS.

9. Liberty Mutual | USA No ICP 5 contains provisions which are incompatible with U.S. statutory and common law regarding the role of the Board of
Insurance Group Directors and which ignore the lack of authority of U.S. regulators to directly control the composition of an insurer's board of
directors. For example, this provision requires the GWS to engage in such matters as determining the "competence" of the
Board of an IAIG. These sections are misguided in calling for supervisors to have this authority. Liberty Mutual has
expressed similar comments to proposals by the IAIS related to corporate governance in other settings, pointing out to the
IAIS that it is not appropriate or effective to have regulators intervene in the management of an IAIG under the guise of
"corporate governance." There is no attempt by the IAIS to explain why giving supervisors this sort of intrusive authority
enhances policyholder protection or any other valid supervisory objective.

10. MetLife, Inc | USA No Lack of Objective Criteria or Standards to Guide Supervisory Action

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP we would point out that there are frequent references to actions that group-wide
supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how
these actions should take place and more importantly a lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the
action. An example is ICP 5.5,

The supervisor takes appropriate action to rectify the situation when Board

Members, Senior Management and Key Persons in Control Functions or

Significant Owners no longer meet suitability requirements.

Q2 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF5.2.a

11. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe is supportive of the amendments made to this Standard.
Europe
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Financial, Inc.

of America

12. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the clarification that this Standard is focusing on the IAIG Board Members, as opposed to the "Head of the

Federation of IAIG". This helps to clarify who is ultimately responsible for fulfilling this requirement.

Insurance The GFIA also welcomes the explicit recognition of the need for proportionality in this Standard. GFIA suggests that the

Associations Standard could go further and include ownership structure, and stage of development, per the Financial Stability Board's
recommendations following its peer review on corporate governance.

13. General Japan No We welcome the revisions made, deleting the explicit requirement of experience on international business of each member

Insurance of the board.

Association of The revised CF5.2.a.1, however, still appears to require, if implicitly, Board members to each have not only knowledge but

Japan 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.

15. Association United No The ABI welcomes the clarification that this Standard is focussing on the |IAIG Board Members, as opposed to the "Head of

of British Kingdom the IAIG". This helps to clarify who is ultimately responsible for fulfilling this requirement.

Insurers
The ABI also welcomes the explicit recognition of the need for proportionality in this Standard.

16. American United States No We believe the IAIS should consider including additional guidance regarding the competency of those persons in actuarial

Academy of of America roles, whether they are credentialed actuaries or other professionals. While we understand that the example provided is

Actuaries intended to apply to a broad range of senior executives and directors, we believe that individuals in Key Control Functions,
including actuarial functions, may require additional competencies. In particular, we suggest that individuals in actuarial Key
Control Functions be credentialed professionals subject to a code of conduct and professional standards. While more detail
would improve the guidance provided by the ComFrame, we reiterate our previous comment that any guidance be principle-
based to allow reasonable flexibility in implementation.

17. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

18. Prudential United States No We believe evaluating and ensuring the competency of IAIG board members is a board function rather than a supervisory

function, and accordingly disagree with the proposed changes.
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19. Liberty USA No This section wrongly allows a supervisor to potentially require an IAIS to replace specific members of its board or order an

Mutual IAIG to change its management. This is far beyond the scope of a supervisor's power in the U.S., absent clear misconduct

Insurance Group by the involved individual or financial impairment of an IAIG.

Q3 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF5.2.a.1

20. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe welcomes the acknowledgement of the principle of proportionality in CF5.2a and appreciates the

Europe amendments made regarding the required competences and examples listed (deletion of "to manage the IAIG"). In
particular, in two-tier systems, the competencies required for the management board are to be distinguished from those for
the supervisory board.
However, Insurance Europe would like to note that as currently phrased, this Guidance requires from Board members on an
individual basis "knowledge of and experience with international business and processes, as well as different business
models". This is only an acceptable requirement for the Board collectively. To this end, we suggest replacing "knowledge of
and experience with" with "knowledge of or experience with", or alternatively, "knowledge of and experience with
international business and processes where appropriate, as well as different business models".

21. German Germany No GDV appreciates the amendments made regarding the required competences and examples listed (deletion of "to manage

Insurance the IAIG"). In particular, in two-tier systems, the competencies required of the management board are to be distinguished

Association from those of the supervisory board.

22. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the amendments to this Guidance to provide examples of what competence is to be expected by

Federation of supervisors.

Insurance

Associations However, does not take the view that this Guidance should require that Board members on an individual basis possess
"knowledge of and experience with international business and processes, as well as different business models". This is an
acceptable requirement for the 1AIG Board, collectively. To this end, GFIA suggests replacing "knowledge of and experience
with" with "knowledge of or experience with", or alternatively, "knowledge of and experience with international business and
processes where appropriate, as well as different business models".

23. International | International No Correct spelling of "competencies".

Actuarial

Association
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25. Association United No The ABI welcomes the amendments to this Guidance to provide examples of what competence is to be expected by
of British Kingdom supervisors.
Insurers

However, the ABI does not believe this Guidance should require that Board members on an individual basis possess
"knowledge of and experience with international business and processes, as well as different business models". This is an
acceptable requirement for the IAIG Board, collectively. To this end, we suggest replacing "knowledge of and experience
with" with "knowledge of or experience with", or alternatively, "knowledge of and experience with international business and
processes where appropriate, as well as different business models".

26. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company

Q4 General Comment on ComFrame in ICP 7

27. Assuris Canada No Assuris is designated in legislation as the Policyholder Protection Scheme (PPS) for life insurance by both the Federal and
Quebec governments. Assuris is also designated, under either legislation or regulation, as the policyholder protection
scheme for life insurance in every other province and territories in Canada. Assuris was an active participant in four life
insurer insolvencies. Assuris has provided funding to the failed insurer to ensure policyholder benefits are protected during
the insolvency. In addition, Assuris has used its bridge institution to facilitate the transfer of assets and liabilities from the
insolvent insurer.

We support the Head of the IAIG documenting the legal and management structures and inter-relationships within the 1AIG.

28. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe generally supports the ComFrame material related to ICP7 and the proposed revisions, with the

Europe recommendation to include the principle of proportionality in several provisions:

- The principle of proportionality should be introduced in the competence requirements for the Board (CF7.3.a & CF7.3.a.1).
- Proportionality is also required for conflict of interest policies. Further, ComFrame should focus on setting measures to
address conflicts of interests rather than avoiding them in all instances (CF7.3.b to CF7.3.b.2).

- The requirement for annual explanation of strategy should be replaced (eg by periodically), so that supervisors can require
it on a more proportionate basis (CF7.2.b).

The consultation document seems to repeat the text of ICP 5 instead of ICP 7 in the beginning of the chapter. Insurance
Europe assumes that the text of ICP 7 is not intended to change from:

"The supervisor requires insurers to establish and implement a corporate governance framework which provides for sound
and prudent management and oversight of the insurer's business and adequately recognises and protects the interests of
policyholders."
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Reference is made to the comments provided in response to the IAIS' consultation of ICP 7 in June 2017
(https://www.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-consultations/2017/revision-of-icps-and-comframe/file/72362/members-
and-stakeholders-comments-on-comframe-integrated-in-icps-5-7-8), as well as in response to the draft application paper on
the composition and the role of the Board in August 2018.

General comments on ICP 7:

- While Insurance Europe would not object to the areas listed in ICP 7.3.1 of which the Board should have (or have access
to) knowledge and understanding of, these requirements fit better under ICP 5 and in fact, represent a repetition to that
extent.

- It goes beyond the remit of insurance supervisors to require some Board members to be non-executive, let alone the
Chair. The good practice and other references to executive and non-executive members mentioned in ICPs 7.3.5 and 7.6.3
should therefore be deleted.

- Itis not clear what the IAIS would expect as "clear and objective independence criteria" insurers are meant to establish for
"an adequate number of members of the Board (ie non-executive Board members)" in ICP 7.3.8 and whether this would not
be more appropriate in the context of ICP 5, rather than ICP 7.

- Insurance Europe would suggest that the duties laid out in ICP 7.6 and related Guidance on remuneration policies is overly
detailed and prescriptive.

o As a principle-based framework, it would suffice that the ICPs/ComFrame require that written policies be established with
the aim of implementing remuneration systems that do not induce excessive or inappropriate risk taking or any other
misconduct.

o In particular, the means listed in ICP 7.6.7 by which conflicts of interest (supposedly, using this more general term
interchangeably with "conflicts of interest emanating specifically from remuneration structures") should be mitigated is
inappropriate and the supervisory measures proposed would be overly intrusive without evidence that the integrity and
objectivity of staff have in fact been compromised.

o Any further detail and examples would - if necessary at all - suffice in an issues paper to assist supervisors in practice.

- Furthermore, there are overlaps with ICP 8 (eg in ICP 7.6.2).

- Insurance Europe notes that the following sentence: "The supervisor should require a further audit by a different external
auditor where necessary" seems to allow the supervisor for asking a further audit by a second external auditor on any issue.
In most jurisdictions the supervisor itself is entitled to conduct audits on any subject, but when an external auditor
intervenes, its scope is usually limited to specific areas (eg external accounting audit achieved by Statutory Auditors).
Insurance Europe encourages IAIS to specify which type of audit is targeted here.

- Where ICP 7.9 covers communication to stakeholders / disclosure (as opposed to communications to the supervisor),
there seems to be an overlap with ICP 20. Insurance Europe would ask that the IAIS aligns the disclosure regime within the
framework.
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On the group / IAIG-specific aspects of ICP 7, several provisions should explicitly refer to the principle of proportionality and
/ or materiality thresholds.

29. Global
Federation of
Insurance
Associations

Global

No

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and GFla would express the following concerns with ICP 7:

Lack of Objective Criteria or Standards to Guide Supervisory Action

There are frequent references to actions that group-wide supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of
appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how these actions should take place and more importantly a
lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the action. Examples are ICP 7.8.7 and 7.8.8..

Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality

While implicit in the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the ICP Introduction, the concept of
materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards are largely absent from the ICPs
and related ComFrame sections. Without these important reference points, the nature, timing and extent of required review
procedures could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted, putting an exceptional burden on firms and their
supervisors.

While it may be clear that a supervisor applies the concept of proportionality when considering what requirements should
apply to an insurer based on its size and the nature and complexity of its business, it is less clear once the decision is made
what proportionality governs and what are the depth/granularity of understanding, reporting or other requirements
recommended in guidance. As such, GFIA would propose that materiality be made an explicit element of the concept of
proportionality and that the IAIS consider either adding an additional "Overarching Concept" paragraph or expanding the
concept of proportionality to incorporate globally recognized control structures or industry standards that could be
appropriate guides to how to right-size governance, risk management and internal control measures. See, for example, our
comments on in response to Qs 11,13, 15 and 16 below.

Board Qualification and Role

Rotation of chairs of Committees would require the need for more experts in that area. Board members should be more
strategic and focus on leading the company in the right direction. Senior management is responsible for the day to day
business and sound functioning of the enterprise (see ICP 7.3.6).

The failure to distinguish between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play continues in ICP 7 where it is
inferred that the board has responsibility for every legal entity. Legal entities have their own boards with local requirements
and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.
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External Auditor Reporting to Regulators

In some jurisdictions, there may be no generally applicable legal or regulatory requirement for external auditors to report
directly to regulators. Therefore, GFIA suggest that the exchange of information between external auditor and supervisors
referenced in several areas throughout the ICPs and related ComFrame provisions (see for example ICPs 7.8.5 and 9.4.9)
needs review and revision in line with current general practice. In many instances it would be inappropriate, if not a conflict
of interest, for an external auditor engaged by the insurer to engage directly with the supervisor and/or for the group-wide
supervisor to access work of an external auditor engaged by an insurer. External auditors' findings may be consulted during
insurer examination but always in accordance with established protocols that may include insurer consent. Also,
professional standards may also apply.

The group-wide supervisor may not have authority over the external auditor. Instead of requiring the auditor to report to the
group-wide supervisor if it suspects fraud or regulatory breaches, the external auditor should be required to report such
findings to the IAIG's Board or Audit Committee, and the IAIG should be required to provide that report to the group-wide
supervisor

The consultation document seems to repeat the text of ICP 5 instead of ICP 7 in the beginning of the chapter. GFIA
assumes that the text of ICP 7 is not intended to change from: "The supervisor requires insurers to establish and implement
a corporate governance framework which provides for sound and prudent management and oversight of the insurer's
business and adequately recognises and protects the interests of policyholders".

The GFIA welcomes the focus on key risk managers and decision makers within the IAIG and encourages the IAIS to
further explicitly incorporate the principle of proportionality in the integration of ComFrame with ICP 7.

However, GFIA considers that more consideration needs to be given to whether the governance requirements are properly
imposed on the group's Board or the corporate legal entity.

On some of the ICP content:

It goes beyond the remit of insurance supervisors to require some Board members to be non-executive, let alone the Chair.
The good practice and other references to executive and non-executive members mentioned in ICPs 7.3.5 and 7.6.3 should
therefore be deleted.

It is not clear what the IAIS would expect as "clear and objective independence criteria" insurers are meant to establish for
"an adequate number of members of the Board (i.e. non-executive Board members)" in ICP 7.3.8 and whether this would
not be more appropriate in the context of ICP 5, rather than ICP 7.

GFIA would suggest that the duties laid out in ICP 7.6 and related Guidance on remuneration policies is overly detailed and
prescriptive.
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As a principle-based framework, it would suffice that the ICPs/ComFrame require that written policies be established with
the aim of implementing remuneration systems that do not induce excessive or inappropriate risk taking or any other
misconduct.

In particular, the means listed in ICP 7.6.7 by which conflicts of interest (supposedly, using this more general term
interchangeably with "conflicts of interest emanating specifically from remuneration structures") should be mitigated is
inappropriate and the supervisory measures proposed would be overly intrusive without evidence that the integrity and
objectivity of staff have in fact been compromised.

Any further detail and examples would - if necessary at all - suffice in an issues paper to assist supervisors in practice.
Furthermore, there are overlaps with ICP 8 (e.g. in ICP 7.6.2).

External audits are regulatory requirements implemented via external auditors. The supervisor doesn't supervise auditors.
Therefore, the supervisor should not be able to require a new audit by another auditor (ICP 7.8.8). GFIA suggests the
deletion of the sentence "The supervisor should require a further audit by a different external auditor where necessary".
However, it is recognized that jurisdictions handle this issue in different ways.

Where ICP 7.9 covers communication to stakeholders/disclosure (as opposed to communications to the supervisor), there
seems to be an overlap with ICP 20. GFIA would ask that the IAIS aligns the disclosure regime within the framework.

30. American
Council of Life
Insurers

Office of
General
Counsel

No

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and we would express the following concerns with ICP 7:

*Lack of Objective Criteria or Standards to Guide Supervisory Action*:

There are frequent references to actions that group-wide supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of
appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how these actions should take place and more importantly a
lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the action. Examples are ICP 7.8.7 and 7.8.8.

*Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality*:

While implicit in the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the ICP Introduction, the concept of
materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards are largely absent from the ICPs
and related ComFrame sections. Without these important reference points, the nature, timing and extent of required review
procedures could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted, putting an exceptional burden on firms and their
supervisors.

While it may be clear that a supervisor applies the concept of proportionality when considering what requirements should
apply to an insurer based on its size and the nature and complexity of its business, it is less clear that once the decision is
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made that proportionality governs also the depth/granularity of understanding, reporting or other requirement recommended
in guidance. As such, we would propose that materiality be made an explicit element of the concept of proportionality and
that the IAIS consider either adding an additional "Overarching Concept" paragraph or expanding the concept of
proportionality to incorporate globally recognized control structures or industry standards that could be appropriate guides to
how to right-size governance, risk management and internal control measures. See, for example, our comments on in
response to Qs 11,13, 15 and 16 below.

*Board Qualification and Role*:

Rotation of chairs of Committees would require the need for more experts in that area. Board members should be more
strategic and focus on leading the company in the right direction. Senior management is responsible for the day to day
business and sound functioning of the enterprise (see ICP 7.3.6).

The failure to distinguish between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play continues in ICP 7 where it is
inferred that the board has responsibility for every legal entity. Legal entities have their own boards with local requirements
and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.

*External Auditor Reporting to Regulators*:

There is no generally applicable legal or regulatory requirement in the U.S. for external auditors to report directly to
regulators. Therefore, we suggest that the exchange of information between external auditor and supervisors referenced in
several areas throughout the ICPs and related ComFrame provisions (see for example ICPs 7.8.5 and 9.4.9) needs review
and revision in line with current general practice. In many instances it would be inappropriate, if not a conflict of interest, for
an external auditor engaged by the insurer to engage directly with the supervisor and/or for the group-wide supervisor to
access work of an external auditor engaged by an insurer. External auditors' findings may be consulted during insurer
examination but always in accordance with established protocols that may include insurer consent.

The group-wide supervisor may not have authority over the external auditor. Instead of requiring the auditor to report to the
group-wide supervisor if it suspects fraud or regulatory breaches, the external auditor should be required to report such
findings to the IAIG's Board or Audit Committee, and the IAIG should be required to provide that report to the group-wide
supervisor.

32. Swiss Re Switzerland No By explicitly recognizing the notion of the “interest of the group’, the IAIS would properly acknowledge that directors of
subsidiaries should be allowed to reasonably consider the parent's interest without prejudice to their fiduciary duties toward
their subsidiary. This would provide enhanced flexibility for management of groups especially on a cross-border basis, and
provide directors with comfort in potential conflicts of interest when taking directions from the parent board. We appreciate
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that CF7.3.b.1 describes conflicts of interest between the group-wide interests and those of any legal entity. It would
therefore be fitting to amend CF7.3.b.2 so that the IAIG Board, once informed of unavoidable conflicts of interest, prescribes
measures to mitigate any adverse impact in appropriate recognition of the interest of the group.

33. Association United No The ABI welcomes the focus on key risk managers and decision makers within the IAIG, and encourages the IAIS to further

of British Kingdom explicitly incorporate the principle of proportionality in the integration of ComFrame with ICP 7.

Insurers
However, we consider that more consideration needs to be given to whether the governance requirements are properly
imposed on the group's Board or the corporate legal entity.

34. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

35. MetLife, Inc | USA No While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in

the context of the underlying ICP and we would express the following concerns with ICP 7:

Lack of Objective Criteria or Standards to Guide Supervisory Action

There are frequent references to actions that group-wide supervisors are expected to take, such as verification of
appropriateness of functions. There is however no guidance on how these actions should take place and more importantly a
lack of objective criteria to determine the appropriateness of the action. Examples are ICP 7.8.7 and 7.8.8..

Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality

While implicit in the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the ICP Introduction, the concept of
materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards are largely absent from the ICPs
and related ComFrame sections. Without these important reference points, the nature, timing and extent of required review
procedures could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted, putting an exceptional burden on firms and their
supervisors.

While it may be clear that a supervisor applies the concept of proportionality when considering what requirements should
apply to an insurer based on its size and the nature and complexity of its business, it is less clear that once the decision is
made that proportionality governs also the depth/granularity of understanding, reporting or other requirement recommended
in guidance. As such, we would propose that materiality be made an explicit element of the concept of proportionality and
that the IAIS consider either adding an additional "Overarching Concept" paragraph or expanding the concept of
proportionality to incorporate globally recognized control structures or industry standards that could be appropriate guides to
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how to right-size governance, risk management and internal control measures. See, for example, our comments on in
response to Qs 11,13, 15 and 16 below.

Board Qualification and Role

Rotation of chairs of Committees would require the need for more experts in that area. Board members should be more
strategic and focus on leading the company in the right direction. Senior management is responsible for the day to day
business and sound functioning of the enterprise (see ICP 7.3.6).

The failure to distinguish between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play continues in ICP 7 where it is
inferred that the board has responsibility for every legal entity. Legal entities have their own boards with local requirements
and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.

External Auditor Reporting to Regulators

There is no generally applicable legal or regulatory requirement in the U.S. for external auditors to report directly to
regulators. Therefore we suggest that the exchange of information between external auditor and supervisors referenced in
several areas throughout the ICPs and related ComFrame provisions (see for example ICPs 7.8.5 and 9.4.9) needs review
and revision in line with current general practice. In many instances it would be inappropriate, if not a conflict of interest, for
an external auditor engaged by the insurer to engage directly with the supervisor and/or for the group-wide supervisor to
access work of an external auditor engaged by an insurer. External auditors' findings may be consulted during insurer
examination but always in accordance with established protocols that may include insurer consent.

The group-wide supervisor may not have authority over the external auditor. Instead of requiring the auditor to report to the
group-wide supervisor if it suspects fraud or regulatory breaches, the external auditor should be required to report such
findings to the IAIG's Board or Audit Committee, and the IAIG should be required to provide that report to the group-wide

supervisor.
36. Property USA No We recommend that some text currently in ICP 7 be moved to the ComFrame Introduction as an overarching issue and
Casualty added to the text in the introduction with paragraphs 22-25.
Insurers
Association of The issue pertains to an item covered in the part of the August 29, 2018 Stakeholder call on "Overarching Issues Related to
America (PCI) Drafting of ComFrame," specifically on prescriptiveness, limiting the necessary flexibility, one-size-fits-all approach, and
materiality. This is an issue that was raised by some Stakeholders in the earlier consultation on ICP 7, to which the IAIS
responded at that time as follows:
"In most of the cases it is clear that the Head of the group/IAIG takes into account the overall risks and activities of the
individual legal entities across the group and focuses on those which are material for the group as a whole, even when
materiality is not referred to explicitly. To help clarify this issue and the role of materiality, new text has will be added to
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Introductory Guidance of ICP 7. Materiality is mentioned explicitly when it is necessary taking into account the context of the
standard, in particular when a standard is not supported by guidance that provide further details on which risks, activities,
etc. should be considered in a particular case."

As was mentioned on the Stakeholder call, language was indeed added to ICP 7, specifically, paragraph 7.0.8, which states
as follows:

"The head of the group is ultimately responsible for the group's sound and prudent management. In doing so, it should take
into account the risks and activities of the individual legal entities within the group, focusing in particular on those which are
material for the group as a whole. While the ultimate responsibility for corporate governance at the group-level lies with the
head of the group, the legal entities within a group are, and remain, fully responsible for their own sound and prudent
management. As a result of this distinction in responsibilities, it is important to have appropriate coordination on corporate
governance, based on the group's organizational model, between the group-wide level and the legal entity level."

It was noted on the call that proportionality applies to IAIGs, too, given their varying complexities, even if materiality is not
referred to specifically in the text.

All that said, paragraph 7.0.8 is in the ICP text and therefore is not subject to the current consultation. Nonetheless, and
despite that the paragraph clearly is an overarching issue - as described in the stakeholder call - it now resides in the text of
a single ICP (ICP 7) rather than in the Introduction to the ICPs and ComFrame where other overarching material is included
(e.g., paragraphs 9 and 10 on proportionality and risk-based supervision; and paragraphs 22-25 on allocation of roles,
governance structures, and group-wide supervision). Placed in ICP 7 and phrased in the context of governance, it would not
seem to have that overarching intent. Therefore, we recommend moving paragraph 7.0.8 from ICP 7 to the Introduction to
ComFrame and including it with the other overarching concepts that begin at paragraph 22. We also recommend that it be
explicitly clarified to apply to governance broadly, specifically including the applicable control functions which are covered in
other ICPs - compliance, actuarial, audit, and enterprise risk management.

Board Qualification and Role

Rotation of chairs of Board committees would require more experts in the subject matter of specific committees. Board
members should be more strategic and focus on leading the company in the right direction. Senior management is
responsible for the day to day business and sound functioning of the enterprise (see ICP 7.3.6). The failure to distinguish
between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play continues in ICP 7 which implies that the Board has
responsibility for every legal entity. Legal entities have their own boards with local requirements and fiduciary duties. This
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distinction must be recognized.
External Auditor Reporting to Regulators

There is no generally applicable legal or regulatory requirement in the U.S. for external auditors to report directly to
regulators. Therefore, we suggest that the exchange of information between external auditor and supervisors referenced in
several areas throughout the ICPs and related ComFrame provisions (see for example ICPs 7.8.5 and 9.4.9) needs review
and revision in line with current general practice. In many instances it would be inappropriate, if not a conflict of interest, for
an external auditor engaged by the insurer to engage directly with the supervisor and/or for the group-wide supervisor to
access work of an external auditor engaged by an insurer. External auditors' findings may be consulted during insurer
examination but always in accordance with established protocols that comply with professional standards and guidance
applicable to auditors and which may include insurer consent.

The group-wide supervisor may not have authority over the external auditor. Instead of requiring the auditor to report to the
group-wide supervisor if it suspects fraud or regulatory breaches, the external auditor should be required to report such
findings to the IAIG's Board or Audit Committee, and the IAIG should be required to provide that report to the group-wide
supervisor.

Q5 Comment on

ComFrame Stand

ard CF7.0.a

37. Assuris Canada No Assuris supports the Head of the IAIG documenting the legal and management structures and inter-relationships within the
IAIG. Understanding the corporate structure and the interconnectedness within the IAIG will help CMG prepare for recovery
and resolution.

38. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe appreciates the flexibility for the concrete form of policy documentation introduced in the amended

Europe wording. However, it is unclear from this Standard whether the purpose of the document anticipated by this Standard is to
enable the supervisor and/or the IAIG to have the understanding of the IAIG's structure.

39. Global Global No GFIA appreciates the flexibility for the concrete form of policy documentation introduced in the amended wording. However,

Federation of it is unclear from this Standard whether the purpose of the document anticipated by this Standard is to enable the supervisor

Insurance and/or the IAIG to have the understanding of the IAIG's structure. GFla is of the view that it should be the IAIG.

Associations

40. AlA Group Hong Kong No While we are supportive of the general principles outlined in the ComFrame material under ICP 7 being also applied to the
Head of the IAIG, requiring the Head of IAIG to perform significant oversight responsibilities for itself as well as all of its
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insurance legal entities would seem to be impracticable, particularly with those large insurance groups which adopt a
decentralised model, like AlA. As set out in the ComFrame introduction, we agree ComFrame should be neutral towards
centralised and decentralised structures. The supervisor should appreciate that so long as material issues at subsidiary
level can be effectively communicated to the Board of the Head of IAIG through a formal escalation process, the insurer
should be allowed to delegate oversight responsibility to the subsidiary Boards under the decentralised model. Where
appropriate, material considerations should also be incorporated into the requirements applicable to the IAIG Board's
oversight responsibilities over its subsidiaries.

We would also invite clarification that the requirements set out in ICP 7 should be proportionate to the nature, scale and
complexity of the supervised entity such that Boards at the subsidiary level are not necessarily subject to the same
requirements as Board at the parent company level. The insurer should be allowed to justify why applying the same
requirements to certain subsidiary level Boards may not be appropriate.

42. Swiss Re Switzerland No We believe that it is important to recognize the internal structure of the group governance. For example, local boards should
be allowed to take responsibility for local operating entities as the law may require it. However, in order to improve the
alignment and consistency of provisions on group corporate governance, as recommended in the 2016 report on the
recognition of the interest of the group by the Informal Company Law Expert Group (ICLEG), it seems important for the IAIS
to adopt the notion of group interest. Without prejudice to the fiduciary duties local board members owe to local subsidiaries,
we would like to suggest that CF7 recognize the notion of ‘group interest’. CF7.0.a could be amended to fully acknowledge
that directors of subsidiaries should be allowed to reasonably consider the parent's interest. Therefore, we suggest to add
the following sentence to the standard This, in turn, would also allow directors of subsidiaries to take reasonable account of
the group interest’.

43. Association United No It is unclear whether the purpose of the document anticipated by this Standard is to enable the supervisor and/or the IAIG to

of British Kingdom have an understanding of the IAIG's structure.

Insurers

44. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

45. American USA No The IAIS partially addressed prior comments of AIA by removing reference to a single document. But the standard still

Property requires the Head of the IAIG to prepare and maintain the documentation, which is an unrealistic expectation for larger and

Casualty more complex IAIGs. Typically, a Head of IAIG will oversee a number of businesses or business units, each with its own

Insurance structures for senior management, governance, etc. It is reasonable for the Head of the IAIG to have a good understanding

Association and documentation at group level and at the major business/business unit level, but not necessarily for each legal entity

(APCI) within those units for which corresponding documentation would typically be maintained at the respective business unit. We
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recommend the following:

The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG have an understanding of the legal and management structures of,
and inter-relationships within, the IAIG, supported by documentation that is maintained and readily available to the group-
wide supervisor, and to be able to demonstrate to the group-wide supervisor such an understanding of its structure to help
identify and manage risks.

We believe the foregoing suggested changes to be appropriate and consistent with the ComFrame introductory language
regarding governance structures (see para 35 in the Draft overall ComFrame for public consultation document).

46. Property
Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PClI)

USA No

The IAIS partially addressed prior comments of PCIl and the Global Federation of Insurance Associations by removing
reference to a single document setting forth the IAIG's legal and management structure. But the standard still requires the
Head of the IAIG to prepare and maintain the documentation, which is an unrealistic expectation for larger and more
complex IAIGs. Typically, a Head of IAIG will oversee a number of businesses or business units, each with its own
structures for senior management, governance, etc. It is reasonable for the Head of the IAIG to have a good understanding
and documentation at group level and at the major business/business unit level, but not necessarily for each legal entity
within those units for which corresponding documentation would typically be maintained at the respective business unit. We
recommend the following:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to have an understanding of the legal and management
structures of, and inter-relationships within, the IAIG, supported by documentation that is maintained and readily available to
the group-wide supervisor, and to be able to demonstrate to the group-wide supervisor such an understanding of its
structure to help identify and manage risks."

We believe the foregoing suggested changes to be consistent with the ComFrame introductory language regarding
governance structures (see para 35 in the Draft overall ComFrame for public consultation document).

Q6 Comment on

ComFrame Guidance CF7.0.a.1

47. China
Banking and
Insurance
Regulatory
Commission
(CBIRC)

China No

This section recommend that the IAIS document off-balance sheet entities.We suggest further clarifying what types of
entities should be covered and the corresponding criteria for such judgement.
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Association of
America (PClI)

48. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe suggests that the requirement to provide the information listed in the 3rd and 5th bullet points of this
Europe Guidance be subject to materiality considerations.
Further, Insurance Europe suggests removing the reference to common directors in the 5th bullet point, as the materiality of
legal entities or business lines is likely to be determined on factors other than common directors.
49. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the clarification that CF7.0. a can be met via « documentation » rather than a single specific document.
Federation of
Insurance GFIA suggests that the requirement to provide information with regard to off-balance sheet entities (new bullet point three)
Associations and financial and non-financial ties (new bullet point five) should be subject to materiality considerations.
51. Association United No The ABI welcomes the clarification that CF7.0.a can be met via "documentation’ rather than a single specific document.
of British Kingdom
Insurers The ABI proposes that the requirement to provide information with regard to off-balance sheet entities (new bullet point
three) and financial and non-financial ties (new bullet point five) should be subject to materiality considerations.
53. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company
54. American USA No Please see our response to Q5 and the suggested change to CF 7.0.a. If that change were made, we would then be fine
Property with the guidance at CF7.0.a.1 as the IAIG would have flexibility, given its corporate, management and governance
Casualty structures, to maintain some of the suggested documentation at the business unit level. In the absence of our suggested
Insurance change to CF 7.0.a there should be some corresponding guidance added for materiality considerations, e.g., with respect to
Association financial ties (such as for documentation expected to be maintained at the Head of the IAIG pertaining to commercial
(APCI) contracts between legal entities).
55. Property USA No Please see our response to Q5 and the suggested change to CF 7.0.a. If that change were made, we would then be fine
Casualty with the guidance at CF7.0.a.1 as the IAIG would have flexibility, given its corporate, management and governance
Insurers structures, to maintain some of the suggested documentation at the business unit level. In the absence of our suggested

change to CF 7.0.a there should be some corresponding guidance added for materiality considerations, e.g., with respect to
financial ties (such as for documentation expected to be maintained at the Head of the IAIG pertaining to commercial
contracts between legal entities). Our preference however is to change the standard as we have suggested, and leave the
guidance as currently drafted.

Q7 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.0.b
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56. Canadian
Institute of
Actuaries

Canada No

The group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG Board to ensure that the group-wide corporate governance framework is
appropriate to the structure, business and risks of the IAIG, including its legal entities.

57. Insurance
Europe

Europe No

Insurance Europe welcomes the new aligned wording of Standard CF7.0b with the ICP framework.

58. Global
Federation of
Insurance
Associations

Global No

GFIA welcomes the explicit reference to proportionality in this Standard.

60. Association
of British
Insurers

United No
Kingdom

The ABI welcomes the explicit reference to proportionality in this Standard.

61. Cincinnati
Insurance
Company

United States No
of America

See answer to Q1.

Q8 Comment on

ComFrame Standard CF7.0.c

62. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe welcomes the new aligned wording of Standard CF7.0c with the ICP framework. However, further
Europe clarification on the IAIS' expectations of "clear reporting lines" would be appreciated.
63. German Germany No GDV welcomes the new aligned wording of Standard CF7.0c with the ICP framework. However, further clarification on
Insurance "clear reporting lines" would be appreciated.
Association
64. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the new aligned wording of Standard CF7.0c with the ICP framework. However, GFIA questions whether
Federation of this standard is emphasizing a centralized governance model over a decentralized approach. In addition, some jurisdictions
Insurance strictly ensure that authority resides in-country. The notion of "clear reporting lines" to the parent therefore is not always
Associations
66. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company
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67. Prudential United States No We believe that given the size and complexity of IAIGs, the requirement for clear reporting lines between the head of the
Financial, Inc. of America IAIG and the legal entities would be overly burdensome and produce little benefit - especially in the case of immaterial legal
entities. We believe any subsidiary governance requirement should be left to the discretion of management and the board.
In addition, the text appears to assume entities within the IAIG are - or suggest they should be - managed as standalone
businesses. To better accommodate varying corporate structures, we recommend rewording the standard as follows: "The
group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to establish a governance framework that covers the Head of the IAIG
and the legal entities within the IAIG."

Q9 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.1.a

68. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe appreciates the streamlining of the ComFrame material related to ICP 7.1.
Europe
The reference to the independence of day-to-day management should be reconsidered. It is not clear what additional value
this section brings to the Standard. The effective oversight of the IAIG's group-wide operations will, indeed, represent the
core of the IAIG Board's management function. The scope and exact meaning of "day-to-day management" in this context is
not clear and should therefore be deleted.

69. Global Global No The text - "independent of day-to-day management" at the end of the sentence should be deleted as day-to-day

Federation of management should be integral to the governance structure.

Insurance

Associations

71. Association United No The text "independent of day-to-day management" at the end of the sentence should be deleted as day-to-day management
of British Kingdom should be integral to the governance structure.

Insurers

72. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

Q10 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.2.a

73. Insurance Europe No While Insurance Europe agrees that an IAIG's strategy will broadly account for the listed features in CF7.2a, the setting of
Europe concrete objectives and of the overall strategy should remain in the IAIG's commercial decision-making power. In
establishing an IAIG's strategy, suitable members of an IAIG Board will act prudently and take into account the necessary
requirements and interests. Insurance Europe would propose that the list in CF7.2a be moved into the subsequent
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Guidance and the Standard be amended to require the IAIG Board to act responsibly and prudently when setting and
implementing the IAIG's corporate culture, objectives, and strategy. This would, in fact, reflect the approach taken for the
respective provisions for non-lIAIGs in 7.2 and 7.2.1.

74. Global
Federation of
Insurance
Associations

Global

No

While GFIA agrees that an IAIG's strategy will broadly account for the listed features in CF7.2a, the setting of concrete
objectives and of the overall strategy should remain in the IAIG's commercial decision-making power. In establishing an
IAIG's strategy, suitable members of an IAIG Board will act prudently and take into account the necessary requirements and
interests. GFIA would propose that the list in CF7.2a be moved into the subsequent Guidance and the Standard be
amended to require the IAIG Board to act responsibly and prudently when setting and implementing the IAIG's corporate
culture, objectives, and strategy. This would, in fact, reflect the approach taken for the respective provisions for non-IAIGs in
7.2and 7.2.1.

GFIA would strongly recommend use of a term other than "ensure" to describe the responsibility of the IAIG Board for the
content of group-wide business objectives and strategies for achieving objectives. Under many jurisdictional models, senior
management is responsible for developing and advising the board on strategy, as well as executing on it and this
responsibility falls within senior management responsibilities.

In addition, it is doubtful that the group-wide or lead insurance supervisor has authority over the board of directors in all
jurisdictions. Our comments under Q4 Board Qualifications and Role on the need to consider the distinction between group
and jurisdictional level board responsibilities also apply. Therefore, GFIA recommends rewording CF 7.2.a (and similar
guidance) as follows:

The IAIG Board oversees the development by IAIG Key Persons of group-wide business objectives, and strategies for
achieving those objectives, that should take into account at least the following:

In the 3rd bullet, "customers" should be added after "policyholders".

The 4th bullet should be deleted since the word "fair" is very subjective.

75. Institute of
International
Finance

Global

No

We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "ensure" to describe the responsibility of the IAIG Board for the
content of group-wide business objectives and strategies for achieving objectives. Under many jurisdictional models, senior
management is responsible for developing and advising the board on strategy, as well as executing on it and this
responsibility falls within senior management responsibilities.

In addition, it is doubtful that the group-wide or lead insurance supervisor has authority over the board of directors in all
jurisdictions. Therefore we recommend rewording CF 7.2.a (and similar guidance) as follows:
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"CF 7.2.a The IAIG Board oversees the development by IAIG Key Persons of group-wide business objectives, and
strategies for achieving those objectives, that should take into account at least the following...."

Financial, Inc.

of America

76. International | International No CF 7.2. arises from ICP 7 on Corporate Governance. The minimum standards in CF 7.2 for IAIG's business objectives and

Actuarial strategies go too far. Corporate Governance should aim at appropriate implementation of business objectives and

Association strategies, not at its content. ICP Guidance 7.2.1 also refers to business objectives and strategies as well, but this is made
at a guidance level only and is therefore potentially acceptable.

77. General Japan No Please clarify that this standard requires these 5 bullet points to be considered, but does not require explicit reporting of

Insurance consideration process.

Association of

Japan

78. American Office of No We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "ensure" to describe the responsibility of the IAIG Board for the

Council of Life General content of group-wide business objectives and strategies for achieving objectives. Under many jurisdictional models, senior

Insurers Counsel management is responsible for developing and advising the board on strategy, as well as executing on it and this
responsibility falls within senior management responsibilities.
In addition, it is doubtful that the group-wide or lead insurance supervisor has authority over the board of directors in all
jurisdictions. Our comments under Q4 Board Qualifications and Role on the need to consider the distinction between group
and jurisdictional level board responsibilities also apply. Therefore we recommend rewording CF 7.2.a (and similar
guidance) as follows: "CF 7.2.a The IAIG Board oversees the development by IAIG Key Persons of group-wide business
objectives, and strategies for achieving those objectives, that should take into account at least the following...."
In the 3rd bullet, "customers" should be added after "policyholders". The 4th bullet should be deleted since the word "fair" is
very subjective.

80. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

81. Prudential United States No The "and other stakeholders" reference in the third bullet appears unnecessary given the broad coverage the other bullets

provide. We recommend striking this reference. If retained, please provide parenthetical examples of the stakeholders the
IAIS envisions warrant consideration.
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82. MetLife, Inc

USA

No

We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "ensure" to describe the responsibility of the IAIG Board for the
content of group-wide business objectives and strategies for achieving objectives. Under many jurisdictional models, senior
management is responsible for developing and advising the board on strategy, as well as executing on it and this
responsibility falls within senior management responsibilities.

In addition, it is doubtful that the group-wide or lead insurance supervisor has authority over the board of directors in all
jurisdictions. Our comments under Q4 Board Qualifications and Role on the need to consider the distinction between group
and jurisdictional level board responsibilities also apply. Therefore we recommend rewording CF 7.2.a (and similar
guidance) as follows:

CF 7.2.a The IAIG Board oversees the development by IAIG Key Persons of group-wide business objectives, and strategies
for achieving those objectives, that should take into account at least the following....

83. Property
Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

USA

No

PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality. However, please see
PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, the text of CF7 2.a remains overly prescriptive.

We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "ensure" to describe the responsibility of the IAIG Board for the
content of group-wide business objectives and strategies for achieving objectives. Under many jurisdictional models, senior
management is responsible for developing and advising the board on strategy, as well as executing on it and this
responsibility falls within senior management responsibilities.

In addition, it is doubtful that the group-wide or lead insurance supervisor has authority over the board of directors in all
jurisdictions. Therefore, we recommend rewording the lead-in statement of CF 7.2.a (and similar guidance) as follows: "CF
7.2.a The IAIG Board oversees the development by IAIG Key Persons of group-wide business objectives, and strategies for
achieving those objectives, that should take into account at least the following...."

Q11 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.2.a.1

84. Insurance Europe No It is not obvious why these provisions should be IAIG-specific.
Europe
85. Global Global No A materiality qualifier should be added to the concept of risks. Goals and measures need to be defined. The first part of the
Federation of sentence should be modified to read "The IAIG Board should establish oversee the establishment of processes for
Insurance identifying and addressing material risks".
Associations
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Association of
America (PCI)

86. Institute of Global No CF7.2.a.1 currently reads "The IAIG Board should establish processes for identifying risks to the proper implementation of

International the IAIG's objectives and strategies for achieving those objectives, including any emerging risks." We feel more appropriate

Finance wording given the nature of Board responsibilities would be "The IAIG Board should oversee the establishment of processes
for identifying risks...".

87. American Office of No A materiality qualifier should be added to the concept of risks. Goals and measures need to be defined.

Council of Life General

Insurers Counsel We recommend the following change - "The IAIG Board should oversee the establishment of processes for identifying and
addressing material risks..."

89. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

90. MetLife, Inc | USA No A materiality qualifier should be added to the concept of risks. Goals and measures need to be defined.

91. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality. However, please see

Casualty PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, the text of CF7 2.a.1 remains overly prescriptive.sufficient consideration of materiality issues

Q12 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.2.a.2

92. Insurance
Europe

Europe

No

This Guidance should indicate that information sharing between supervisors is subject to confidentiality requirements.

93. Global
Federation of
Insurance
Associations

Global

No

This Guidance should indicate that information sharing between supervisors is subject to confidentiality requirements.

95. Association
of British
Insurers

United
Kingdom

No

This Guidance should indicate that information sharing between supervisors is subject to confidentiality requirements.
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96. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company
Q13 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.2.b
97. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe suggests removing the requirement for annual provision of this explanation of strategy, so that
Europe supervisors can require this on a more proportionate basis (eg periodically), for example when there is a change in strategy.
It should be clarified in this Standard to whom the Head of the IAIG is required to provide this explanation of strategy.
Alternatively, "provide" could be replaced with "develop".
Insurance Europe would further ask that the limitation to "key" legal entities be maintained in the Standard text.
98. German Germany No GDV recommends removing the requirement for annual provision of this explanation of strategy, so that supervisors can
Insurance require this on a more proportionate basis (e.g. to periodically), especially when there is a material change in strategy.
Association
GDV highly recommends leaving the "key" in the text for proportionate implementation.
99. Global Global No While the concept of "key legal entities" has been removed, there is now no materiality qualifier for the Head of the IAIG's
Federation of responsibility regarding the business strategy of all legal entities within a group. If the goal is to ensure that the Head of the
Insurance IAIG is monitoring the business strategy set forth by the IAIG Board, this oversight responsibility should be limited to
Associations "material" entities, and "material" should be defined.
It should be clarified in this Standard to whom the Head of the IAIG is required to provide this explanation of strategy;
alternatively, GFIA suggests that "provide" is replaced with "develop".
GFIA suggests removing the requirement for annual provision of this explanation of strategy, so that supervisors can require
this on a more proportionate basis, for example when there is a change in strategy. While it may be reasonable to provide
an update on strategy annually, the requirement in CF 7.2.b for an explanation of the strategy is too prescriptive.
GFIA would also reiterate an overarching comment in Q4 above as to the failure of ComFrame and the ICPs to make the
important distinction between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play. Legal entities have their own boards
with local requirements and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.
The phrase "to the IAIG Board" should follow "The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to provide".
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The word "set" should be replaced with "approved".

Financial, Inc.

of America

100. Institute of | Global No There are numerous references to legal entities and/or business lines within the updated sections of ICP 7 open to

International comment. In one case within 7.2.b the term "key" was removed from before legal entity. We would suggest that here and in

Finance other references to legal entity with explicit or timed requirements that some wording remain to ensure proportionality be
considered such as use of the word "material”.

101. American Office of No While the concept of "key legal entities" has been removed, there is now no materiality qualifier for the Head of the IAIG's

Council of Life General responsibility regarding the business strategy of all legal entities within a group. If the goal is to ensure that the Head of the

Insurers Counsel IAIG is monitoring the business strategy set forth by the IAIG Board, this oversight responsibility should be limited to
"material" entities, and "material" should be defined.
We would also reiterate an overarching comment in Q4 above as to the failure of ComFrame and the ICPs to make the
important distinction between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play. Legal entities have their own boards
with local requirements and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.
The phrase "to the IAIG Board" should follow "The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to provide". The
word "set" should be replaced with "approved".

103. Association | United No It should be clarified in this Standard to whom the Head of the IAIG is required to provide this explanation of strategy;

of British Kingdom alternatively, we suggest that "provide" is replaced with "develop".

Insurers
The ABI suggests removing the requirement for annual provision of this explanation of strategy, so that supervisors can
require this on a more proportionate basis, for example when there is a change in strategy. While it is reasonable to provide
an update on strategy annually, the wording here requiring an explanation of the strategy is too prescriptive.

104. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

105. Prudential United States No We believe that given the size and complexity of IAIGs, requiring an explanation of the strategy of legal entities would be

overly burdensome and will produce little benefit - especially in the case of immaterial legal entities. We believe the standard
should be revised to read as follows: "The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to provide, at least annually,
an explanation of the strategy that the IAIG Board has set for the IAIG and its key business lines."
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Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

106. American USA No As currently drafted, we feel that these requirements are overly prescriptive and may insert a GWS too deeply into the

Property business plans of the IAIG.

Casualty

Insurance The implication is that the IAIG Board sets the strategy not just as a whole, but for all of its legal entities and business lines

Association as well, which has not been our experience with larger firms. We would suggest the following changes to the text:

(APCI)
The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to provide, at least annually, an explanation of the strategy that the
IAIG Board has set for the IAIG as a whole, including how that strategy would impact its key legal entities and business
lines.

107. MetLife, Inc | USA No While the concept of "key legal entities" has been removed, there is now no materiality qualifier for the Head of the IAIG's
responsibility regarding the business strategy of all legal entities within a group. If the goal is to ensure that the Head of the
IAIG is monitoring the business strategy set forth by the IAIG Board, this oversight responsibility should be limited to
"material" entities, and "material" should be defined.
We would also reiterate an overarching comment in Q4 above as to the failure of ComFrame and the ICPs to make the
important distinction between group and legal entity boards and the roles they play. Legal entities have their own boards
with local requirements and fiduciary duties. This distinction must be recognized.

108. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Moreover, the implication is that the IAIG Board sets the strategy not just for the IAIG as a whole, but for all of its legal
entities and business lines as well, which has not been our experience with larger firms.

Therefore, in addition to what we have recommended for the overarching concepts include in the ComFrame Introduction,
we would suggest the following changes:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to provide, at least annually, an explanation of the strategy that
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the IAIG Board has set for the IAIG as a whole, including how that strategy would affect its key legal entities and business
lines."

109. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

While we agree that the Head of the IAIG should provide an explanation of its proposed strategy for consideration by the
Board, we are concerned the current wording reads as if that the IAIG Board sets the strategy for all its legal entities and
business lines, which would be the job of the individual entity boards. Suggest rewording to: "The group-wide supervisor
requires the Head of the IAIG to provide, at least annually, an explanation of the strategy that the IAIG Board has set for the
IAIG as a whole."

Q14 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.2.b.1

110. Insurance Europe No It is not clear how an |AIG's strategy would necessarily provide information about the IAIG's corporate governance

Europe framework.
Insurance Europe would urge the IAIS to introduce a materiality threshold ("material' or "significant'), at least for bullet points
3, 5 and 6. Further, the IAIS should reconsider the necessity of including anticipated changes in market share (5th bullet
point).

111. Global Global No The use of the term "among other things" creates uncertainty and should be removed.

Federation of

Insurance GFIA suggests that the bullet points 3, 5 and 6 be qualified by including the word "material' or "significant'. GFIA also

Associations questions whether it is necessary for the strategy document to include anticipated changes in market share (bullet point
five).
The concept of proportionality should be raised here, as there is no specific guidance for the level of detail required to be
provided by the IAIG. Also, what is the rationale behind adding the corporate governance framework to the initial paragraph
but then setting out the other items in bullets? It seems that the corporate governance framework should be a bullet to be
described along with the other items.
Also, confidentiality protection is especially important here.

112. Institute of | Global No The concept of proportionality should be raised here, as there is no specific guidance for the level of detail required to be

International provided by the IAIG. Also, what is the rationale behind adding the corporate governance framework to the initial paragraph
Finance but then setting out the other items in bullets? It seems that the corporate governance framework should be a bullet to be
described along with the other items.
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Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

113. General Japan No As described in paragraph 21 of the ComFrame Introduction, that ComFrame guidance "does not represent any

Insurance requirements", the list of issues to be included in the strategy is provided as a guidance. Therefore, we suggest revising

Association of "should include" to "may include" or "may include, but not limited to".

Japan

114. American Office of No The concept of proportionality should be raised here, as there is no specific guidance for the level of detail required to be

Council of Life General provided by the IAIG. Also, what is the rationale behind adding the corporate governance framework to the initial paragraph

Insurers Counsel but then setting out the other items in bullets? It seems that the corporate governance framework should be a bullet to be
described along with the other items.

116. Association | United No The use of the term "among other things" creates uncertainty and should be removed.

of British Kingdom

Insurers The ABI proposes that bullet points 3, 5 and 6 be qualified by including the word "material' or "significant'. We also question
whether it is necessary for the strategy document to include anticipated changes in market share (bullet point five).

117. American United States No Insurance groups are managed to multiple time horizons. They have short-term plans that span anywhere from one to three

Academy of of America years and incorporate such measurements as sales, investment returns, expenses, earnings, and dividends paid. On the

Actuaries other end are longer-term plans that might include such outlooks as the solvency of the group and projected return on
capital. We believe that the IAIS should consider this broad scope of business planning to make sure there is appropriate
wording for what a group-wide supervisor would want to see in the strategic plans he or she reviews.

118. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

119. MetLife, Inc | USA No The concept of proportionality should be raised here, as there is no specific guidance for the level of detail required to be
provided by the IAIG. Also, what is the rationale behind adding the corporate governance framework to the initial paragraph
but then setting out the other items in bullets? It seems that the corporate governance framework should be a bullet to be
described along with the other items.

120. Property USA No The concept of proportionality should be raised here, as there is no specific guidance for the level of detail required to be

provided by the IAIG. . Please see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to
the overarching concepts described therein.

Also, what is the rationale behind adding the corporate governance framework to the initial paragraph but then setting out
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the other items in bullets? It seems that the corporate governance framework should be a bullet to be described along with
the other items.

Q15 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.3.a

121. Insurance China, Hong No Suggest to add "investment" in the last bullet point as one of the minimum collective competence of the IAIG Board because
Authority (IA) Kong the management of asset is critical in life insurance

122. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe asks that the IAIS recognises the principle of proportionality in the context of CF 7.3a, eg in the following
Europe way:

"The group-wide supervisor requires that the collective competence of the IAIG Board includes an appropriate
understanding of at least:"

[...]

"- the activities of the significant legal entities within the IAIG, including associated significant risks;"

"- the main supervisory regimes applicable to the IAIG;"

123. Global Global No While GFIA supports the intention of this Standard, there could be greater recognition of the overarching concept of
Federation of proportionality in how this is applied - for example, by amending the following bullet points to provide some further
Insurance qualification:

Associations The second bullet point should be amended to include the concept of materiality: "the activities of the significant legal

entities, within the IAIG, including significant associated risks' or "
The third bullet point should be amended to "the main supervisory regimes applicable to the IAIG'

124. American Office of No We would suggest that the concept of materiality apply generally and in particular to Bullet 2, "the business of the legal
Council of Life General entities within the IAIG, including associated risks;"

Insurers Counsel

126. Association | United No While the ABI supports the intention of this Standard, there could be greater recognition of the overarching concept of
of British Kingdom proportionality in how this is applied - for example, by amending the following bullet points to provide some further
Insurers qualification:

(1) The second bullet point should be amended to "the activities of the significant legal entities, within the IAIG, including
significant associated risks".

(2) The third bullet point should be amended to "the main supervisory regimes applicable to the IAIG".
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Association of
America (PCI)

128. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

129. American USA No As referenced previously, this guidance is too prescriptive and does not take into account the reality of the role of the IAIG

Property Board in some large, internationally-active groups with many diverse subsidiary legal entities. We recommend making the

Casualty following changes:

Insurance

Association - the key issues involving, and the |AIG's approach to, the risk management, compliance, audit, and actuarial functions.

(APCI)

130. Liberty USA No This provision has many of the same shortcomings as those discussed in connection with ICP 5 by requiring a GWS to be

Mutual able to dictate what skills and experiences should be reflected in the make-up of an IAIGs board of directors. Such authority

Insurance Group is much too prescriptive and intrusive to be reconciled with current U.S. law.

131. MetLife, Inc | USA No We would suggest that the concept of materiality apply generally and in particular to Bullet 2, "the business of the legal
entities within the IAIG, including associated risks;"

132. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we would recommend the following:

"The group-wide supervisor requires that the collective competence of the IAIG Board includes an understanding of at least:

- the group-wide corporate governance framework and corporate structure;

- the activities of the key legal entities within the IAIG, including associated material risks;

- the regulatory environment involving the primary supervisory regimes applicable to the IAIG;
- the key issues that arise from cross-border business and international transactions; and

- the key issues involving, and the |AIG's approach to, the risk management, compliance, audit, and actuarial functions."
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133. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

While the IAIG Board should have collective competence and an understanding of the activities of the IAIG as a whole, the
bullets with "the activities of the legal entities" and "the supervisory regimes" should include language such as "material" and
"major requirements" (respectively) to be more commensurate with reasonable expectations.

Q16 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.3a.1

134. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe would suggest the text is amended as follows:

Europe
"The IAIG Board should be capable of understanding and describing the purpose, structure, strategy, material operations,
and material risks of the IAIG, including those of material legal entities in other financial sectors and unregulated entities that
are part of the group."

135. Global Global No The GFIA suggests an amendment to the text, to explicitly recognise the application of the overarching concept of

Federation of proportionality: "The IAIG Board should be capable of understanding and describing the purpose, structure, strategy,

Insurance material operations, and material risks of the IAIG, including those of material legal entities in other financial sectors and

Associations unregulated entities that are part of the group.”
GFIA would suggest that the concept of materiality should apply to the other legal entities within the group, as the IAIG
could consist of hundreds of entities and the IAIG Board should not be expected to understand the risks associated with
each of these entities, but should understand the risks impacting the "material" entities, with "material" being defined.

136. American Office of No We would suggest that the concept of materiality should apply to the other legal entities within the group, as the IAIG could

Council of Life General consist of hundreds of entities and the IAIG Board should not be expected to understand the risks associated with each of

Insurers Counsel these entities but should understand the risks impacting the "material" entities, with "material" being defined.

138. Association | United No The ABI proposes an amendment to the text, to explicitly recognise the application of the overarching concept of

of British Kingdom proportionality:

Insurers
"The IAIG Board should be capable of understanding and describing the purpose, structure, strategy, material operations,
and material risks of the IAIG, including those of material legal entities in other financial sectors and unregulated entities that
are part of the group".
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Association of
America (PCI)

139. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

140. American USA No Here again the CD presumes a role for the IAIG Board that does not reflect the reality of some large, internationally-active

Property groups with many diverse subsidiary legal entities.

Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

141. MetLife, Inc | USA No We would suggest that the concept of materiality should apply to the other legal entities within the group, as the IAIG could
consist of hundreds of entities and the IAIG Board should not be expected to understand the risks associated with each of
these entities, but should understand the risks impacting the "material" entities, with "material" being defined.

142. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

In the specific instance of this guidance, the IAIG could consist of hundreds of entities and the IAIG Board should not be
expected to understand the risks associated with each of these entities, but should understand the risks impacting the
"material" entities, with "material" being defined.

Q17 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.3.b

143. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe agrees with the relevance of conflict of interest policies for IAIGs but would ask the IAIS to recognise
Europe materiality in this context, eg with the following wording:
"...conflicts of interest that may materially adversely affect the IAIG as a whole or any of its legal entities."
144. Global Global No The GFIA suggests that a materiality requirement is added to this Standard as follows: "conflicts of interest that may
Federation of materially adversely affect the IAIG as a whole or any of its legal entities".
Insurance
Associations
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Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

146. Association | United No The ABI proposes that a materiality requirement is added to this Standard as follows:

of British Kingdom

Insurers "...conflicts of interest that may materially adversely affect the IAIG as a whole or any of its legal entities".

147. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

148. American USA No While we certainly support robust policies to identify and avoid conflicts of interest that may materially adversely affect the

Property IAIG, this section remains overly prescriptive. Furthermore, it again ignores the reality of the role of the IAIG Board in some

Casualty large, internationally-active groups with many diverse subsidiary legal entities. We would recommend the following:

Insurance

Association The group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG Board to ensure that the group-wide corporate governance framework includes

(APCI) policies and procedures to identify and avoid, or mitigate, conflicts of interest that may materially adversely affect the IAIG
as a whole.

149. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we would recommend the following:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG Board to ensure that the group-wide corporate governance framework
includes policies and procedures to identify and avoid, or mitigate, conflicts of interest that may materially adversely affect
the IAIG as a whole."

Q18 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.3.b.1

150. Insurance
Europe

Europe

No

As per the comment on CF 7.3.b, a materiality threshold should be included.

This Guidance should further recognise the benefits of cross-representation within decision-making bodies of the IAIG, and
also the idea of group interest, acknowledging that directors of subsidiaries should be allowed to reasonably take the
parent's interest into account without violating their fiduciary duties toward their subsidiary. Supervisory recognition of group
interest, which provides enhanced flexibility for the management of groups especially on a cross-border basis, would
provide directors with comfort when taking directions from the parent board.
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151. German Germany No We recommend referring to material conflicts of interest. We strongly believe that it is not always necessary to avoid

Insurance conflicts of interest, but to deal with such conflicts, e.g. by way of mitigation.

Association

152. Global Global No This section should be deleted because it is more editorial than guidance. In the alternative, GFIA suggests that this

Federation of Guidance should also recognise the benefits of cross-representation within decision-making bodies of the IAIG, as well as

Insurance the idea of group interest, acknowledging that directors of subsidiaries should be allowed to reasonably take the parent's

Associations interest into account without violating their fiduciary duties toward their subsidiary. Supervisory recognition of group interest,
which provides enhanced flexibility for the management of groups especially on a cross-border basis, would provide
directors with comfort when taking directions from the parent board.

This section should be deleted since it is more editorial in nature, rather than guidance or a standard.

153. General Japan No In a competitive environment, it is always possible that the same development could be positive for an entity but negative for

Insurance another within the same group (for example, when both entities are engaged in a similar business in the same jurisdiction).

Association of However, such developments may not necessarily be negative for the group as a whole.

Japan 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 conflict of interest case depending on the situation. Therefore, we suggest deleting the sentence "For
example..." in the second bullet point.

154. American Office of No This section should be deleted since it is more editorial in nature, rather than guidance or a standard.

Council of Life General

Insurers Counsel

156. Association | United No The ABI proposes that this Guidance also recognises the benefits of cross-representation within decision-making bodies of

of British Kingdom the IAIG, and also the idea of group interest, acknowledging that directors of subsidiaries should be allowed to reasonably

Insurers take the parent's interest into account without violating their fiduciary duties toward their subsidiary. Supervisory recognition
of group interest, which provides enhanced flexibility for the management of groups especially on a cross-border basis,
would provide directors with comfort when taking directions from the parent Board.

158. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

159. American USA No The guidance is not really guidance, just some examples of how conflicts could occur between group-level and legal entity

Property level boards. We recommend that the text be moved from guidance under the CF7.3.b standard, and included instead as a
Casualty footnote to the use of the term "conflict of interest" in that standard.
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Insurance
Association
(APCI)

160. Property
Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

USA

No

The guidance is not really guidance, just some examples of how conflicts could occur between group-level and legal entity
level boards. We recommend that the text be moved from guidance under the CF7.3.b standard, and included instead as a
footnote to the use of the term "conflict of interest" in that standard.

Q19 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.3.b.2

Financial, Inc.

of America

161. Insurance Europe No As per the comment on CF 7.3.b, a materiality threshold should be included. Insurance Europe further notes that not in all
Europe instances is it necessary to avoid conflicts of interest, but rather to deal with such conflicts, eg by way of mitigation.

162. Global Global No As per the comment on CF 7.3.b, a materiality threshold should be included. GFIA takes the view that not in all instances is
Federation of it necessary to avoid conflicts of interest, but rather to deal with such conflicts, e.g. by way of mitigation. More nuanced
Insurance language is required for this standard. As drafted, it suggests that a conflict will create a negative impact(s) while this will not
Associations be the case in every instance.

163. General Japan No How conflict of interest is dealt with in the respective corporate laws vary among jurisdictions. It would lack flexibility to limit
Insurance reporting solely to the Board, where reporting includes conflict of interest transactions by individuals and legal entities other
Association of than the Board. Reporting other than to the Board (such as superiors, the relevant department, or the relevant committee,
Japan etc.) should be allowed, if it was not transacted by the Board member.

165. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

166. Prudential United States No We believe that where conflicts are appropriately mitigated in the opinion of management or a responsible management

committee, they should not be required to be reported to the Board or IAIG Board, and accordingly disagree with the
proposed changes which are likely to result in reporting of voluminous immaterial conflicts.

Q20 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF7.9.a

167. Global
Federation of

Global

No

GFIA welcomes the clarification as to who the reporting is to be provided to, and the reference to materiality. Again,
confidentiality is critically important and should be referenced here or generally so it is clear that it especially applies here.
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Association of
America (PCl)

Insurance

Associations

168. AIA Group | Hong Kong No We agree that since the insurer's corporate governance framework is not expected to change significantly from time to time,
the Board should only be asked to inform regulators of material changes to the corporate governance framework and/or
material changes to the documents relating to the corporate governance framework.

170. Association | United No The ABI welcomes the clarification as to whom the reporting is to be provided, and the reference to materiality.

of British Kingdom

Insurers

171. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

172. American USA No We appreciate that this guidance applies only to "material" changes. Still, the specific requirements could be read to be too

Property prescriptive rather than focused on specific outcomes.

Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

173. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q21 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF7.9.a.1

175. Cincinnati
Insurance
Company

United States
of America

No

See answer to Q1.

176. American
Property
Casualty

USA

No

AIA recommends the following changes to the text:
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Insurance The group-wide systems and controls for communications should give the Head of the IAIG the ability to inform the group-

Association wide supervisor of governance issues concerning the IAIG as a whole.

(APCI)

177. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

Association of overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this

America (PCI) question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we would recommend the following
amendment:

"The group-wide systems and controls for communications should give the Head of the IAIG the ability to inform the group-
wide supervisor of governance issues concerning the IAIG as a whole."

Q22 General Comment on ComFrame in ICP 8

178. Insurance Europe No The proposed revisions of ComFrame material related to ICP8 are generally welcome. However, the following concerns
Europe should be addressed:

- The granularity of the documentation of the group-wide risk management system and resources required should be
proportionate to its purpose (ie to feed into the overall group risk management system and reveal risk concentrations and
other relevant factors) (CF8.1.b).

- Risk management training should be required for relevant staff only (CF8.1.c.1).

- The frequency of the group-wide management system review should depend on the risk profile and changes of the
structure/business strategy of the IAIG instead of an annual requirement (CF8.1.d).

- Changes of the wording of CF8.2.b have been proposed to ensure that primary assurance surrounding internal controls
are the responsibility of the business, but also open to review by Internal Audit Functions.

- As it is the case for non-lIAIGs, combinations of control functions for IAIGs should not be automatically excluded (CF8.3.c).
It should also be clarified that it is not expected that a risk management function would be embedded in each legal entity.
Further, the requirement of a separate risk management plan approved by the Board is overly prescriptive (CF8.4.a).

- CF8.6.a should be reviewed to take into account the fact that the role of the actuarial function is to focus on actuarial
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subjects. Similarly, the tasks of the internal audit are too prescriptive and exceed the usual scope of internal audit (eg fraud
prevention and the assessment of the capacity of IT) (CF8.7.a).

- The principle of proportionality should be acknowledged in the provisions regarding outsourcing arrangements (CF 8.8.a &
CF8.8.b). Specifically, IAIGs need additional simplifications regarding group internal outsourcing arrangements (CF8.8.b.1).

Reference is made to the comments provided in response to the IAIS' consultations of ICP 8 and related ComFrame
material in June 2017 (https://www.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-consultations/2017/revision-of-icps-and-
comframe/file/72362/members-and-stakeholders-comments-on-comframe-integrated-in-icps-5-7-8), as well as in January
2018 (summarised in https://www.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-consultations/2018/revision-icps-8-15-and-
16/file/76036/summary-of-main-consultation-comments-on-comframe-in-icps-8-15-16).

General comments on ICP 8:

- ICP 8.1.1 should focus on material risks.

- ICP 8.1.2 continues to be overly prescriptive and unnecessary to achieve an increased convergence in risk management
practices among insurers. The listed "risk appetite statement" would be an example - while identifying an insurer's risk
appetite should form an integral part of an effective risk management system and would be reflected throughout a
company's ERM system/ORSA/ALM/Investment policy, the format in which it is documented should not be mandated.

Furthermore, an element of materiality should be added throughout the text. Insurance Europe would for example suggest
re-wording the following bullet point:

"provide a documented process defining the Board approval required for significant deviations from the risk management
strategy or the risk appetite and for settling any major interpretation issues that may arise;"

- On ICP 8.1.3 Insurance Europe continues to believe that listing conduct of business (separate from operational risk) as a
risk to be at least covered by the risk management system has unwanted consequences for the supervision of some
entities. Reference is made to the comments submitted in January this year.

- It appears superfluous to mention "foreseeable" and "emerging" risks separately in ICP 8.1.5.

- The requirement to notify supervisors of the reasons for dismissal of heads of control functions in ICP 8.3.5 is overly
intrusive and does not serve any obvious supervisory objective. Supervisors will receive sufficient information / will have the
opportunity to request additional information during the appointment process of a new control function, in accordance with
ICP 5. Similarly, the provisions in ICPs 8.3.8 and 8.3.15 would be more appropriate in ICP 5.

- On conflicts of interest, Insurance Europe supports the deletion of "for resolution" at the end of ICP 8.3.11.

- ICPs 8.4.2 (access and reporting to the Board by the risk management function) and 8.4.3 (Board access and reporting of
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the risk management function) seem to cover the same issues. The IAIS should consider combining these provisions (as,
for example, for the internal audit function in ICPs 8.7.5 and 8.7.6).

- The authority to require an insurer to replace its Appointed Actuary in ICP 8.6.12 should only be enforced in exceptional
circumstances, after extensive dialogue with the insurer, and after all other measures available have been exhausted.

- Given the ICPs' nature of minimum harmonisation, the last sentence in ICP 8.8.4 on additional local requirements on
outsourcing to be considered by supervisors is redundant and should be deleted.

- In ICP 8.8.5, the first bullet point constitutes a repetition of what is already required in ICP 8.8.3. The financial viability of a
service provider (fourth bullet point) should further only have to be considered where appropriate/necessary (ie depending
on the outsourced activities and relationship between the parties concerned).

On the group / IAIG-specific aspects of ICP 8, eg in ICP 8.0.6 and 8.0.7, the notion of "group interest" should be introduced
and feature more prominently. Please refer to Insurance Europe's comments submitted on the Draft Application Paper on
Group Corporate Governance in May 2017 (https://www.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-
consultations/2017/application-paper-on-group-corporate-governance/file/6994 1/resolution-of-comments-on-application-
paper-on-group-corporate-governance).

Insurance Europe appreciates the IAIS moving former CF 8.1.b.2 to ICP 8.1.9, however, the responsibility to undertake a
risk assessment before entering into new business lines and products should:

- be limited to new business lines and materially new products, and

- may in some instances be better placed with local entity boards of operating subsidiaries who manufacture products,
rather than the head of the group which may in fact be a parent/holding company.

179. German Germany No ICP 8 continues to be overly prescriptive and not necessary to achieve an increased convergence in risk management
Insurance practices across insurers. The listed "risk appetite statement" would be an example - while identifying an insurer's risk
Association appetite should form an integral part of an effective risk management system and would be reflected throughout a
company's ERM system/ORSA/ALM/Investment policy, the format in which it is documented should not be mandated.
Furthermore, an element of materiality should be added throughout the text.
180. Global Global No ComFrame material in ICP 8 makes assumptions about the respective roles of internal control functions that are not always
Federation of correct for every IAIG. Accordingly, the GFIA suggests amendments to some of the ComFrame Standards and Guidance to
Insurance take account of the fact that not all IAIGs will be organised in the same way.
Associations On some of the specific ICPs:
ICP 8.1.1 should focus on material risks.
ICP 8.1.2 continues to be overly prescriptive and not necessary to achieve an increased convergence in risk management
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practices across insurers. The listed "risk appetite statement" would be an example - while identifying an insurer's risk
appetite should form an integral part of an effective risk management system and would be reflected throughout a
company's ERM system/ORSA/ALM/Investment policy, the format in which it is documented should not be mandated.
Furthermore, an element of materiality should be added throughout the text. GFIA would for example suggest re-wording
the following bullet point: "provide a documented process defining the Board approval required for significant deviations
from the risk management strategy or the risk appetite and for settling any major interpretation issues that may arise;"

On ICP 8.1.3 GFIA continues to take the view that listing conduct of business (separate from operational risk) as a risk to be
at least covered by the risk management system has unwanted consequences for the supervision of some entities.
Reference is made to the comments submitted in January this year.

It appears superfluous to mention "foreseeable" and "emerging" risks separately in ICP 8.1.5.

The requirement to notify supervisors of the reasons for dismissal of heads of control functions in ICP 8.3.5 is overly
intrusive and does not serve any obvious supervisory objective. Supervisors will receive sufficient information / will have the
opportunity to request additional information during the appointment process of a new control function, in accordance with
ICP 5. Similarly, the provisions in ICPs 8.3.8 and 8.3.15 would be more appropriate in ICP 5.

On conflicts of interest, GFIA supports the deletion of "for resolution" at the end of ICP 8.3.11.

ICPs 8.4.2 (access and reporting to the Board by the risk management function) and 8.4.3 (Board access and reporting of
the risk management function) seem to cover the same issues. The IAIS should consider combining these provisions (as,
for example, for the internal audit function in ICPs 8.7.5 and 8.7.6).

The authority to require an insurer to replace its Appointed Actuary in ICP 8.6.12 should only be enforced in exceptional
circumstances, after extensive dialogue with the insurer, and after all other measures available have been exhausted.
Given the ICPs' nature of minimum harmonisation, the last sentence in ICP 8.8.4 on additional local requirements on
outsourcing to be considered by supervisors is redundant and should be deleted.

In ICP 8.8.5, the first bullet point constitutes a repetition of what is already required in ICP 8.8.3. The financial viability of a
service provider (fourth bullet point) should further only have to be considered where appropriate/necessary (i.e. depending
on the outsourced activities and relationship between the parties concerned).

On the group/IAIG-specific aspects of ICP 8, e.g. in ICP 8.0.6 and 8.0.7, the notion of "group interest" should be introduced
and feature more prominently.

GFIA appreciates the IAIS moving former CF 8.1b.2 to ICP 8.1.9, however, the responsibility to undertake a risk
assessment before entering into new business lines and products:

should be limited to new business lines and materially new products, and

may in some instances be better placed with local entity boards of operating subsidiaries who manufacture products, rather
than the head of the group which may in fact be a parent/holding company.
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While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and GFla reiterates here an overarching comment on the revised ComFrame in ICP
section published for Consultation

While the ComFrame Introduction Section 24 recognizes that governance models vary by jurisdiction, and that ComFrame
therefore focusses on outcomes that models need to achieve, this focus is inconsistently reflected in specific ComFrame
sections (and related ICPs) that continue to make recommendations that could be inconsistent with governance structures
and legal requirements in jurisdictions around the world.

An example is the assumed structure and role of the Board of Directors. Many jurisdictions follow the one-tier board model.
Under this model (and perhaps others) the role of the board is essentially to assess and approve the overall direction and
strategy of the business on recommendation and advice from senior management. Where this is the case, in addition to
being responsible for the day-to-day operations of the business, senior management, not the Board of Directors, is
responsible for developing business objectives and strategy, as well as executing on it. Therefore, guidance making the
Board ultimately responsible for ensuring that the insurer has in place the effective systems of risk management and internal
controls and functions to address key risks it faces (see ICP 8.0.1) is misplaced. GFIA would strongly recommend the IAIS
consider rewording such guidance throughout the ICPs and ComFrame.

GFIA would also re-emphasize additional general comments that pertain to ICP 8 as the basis for ComFrame 8.

Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality

As mentioned in prior comments, while the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the ICP Introduction
is implicit, the concept of materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards are
largely absent from the ICPs and related ComFrame sections. A further example where the addition of this concept would
be important is ICP 8.1 Systems for risk management and internal controls where the term "material" used in the second
bullet point is applicable to all following sub-sections (e.g., 8.1.1) where the term "material" is not used.

Clarification of Unclear Terminology

ICP 8.3.15 Recommends that "Higher expectations apply to the head of each control function". The purpose and
interpretation of this sentence could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted and does not appear to be
necessary. GFIA recommends removing the sentence.

Board Role
ICP 8.7.1 (Internal Audit Function) inappropriately recommends that oversight role of the Board include ensuring that the
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information provided by Internal Audit allows the Board to "effectively validate the effectiveness of the internal control
system". Board oversight does not incorporate this level of responsibility in all jurisdictions and ComFrame and the ICPs
should account for such differences. GFIA would strongly recommend use of a term other than "validate" to describe the
responsibility of the IAIG Board for the effectiveness of the internal control system.

Main Activities of the Audit Function

ICP 8.7.7. third bullet

reviewing levels of compliance by employees, organisational units and third parties with laws, regulations and supervisory
requirements, established policies, processes and controls, including those involving reporting; suggests that Internal Audit
is required to perform substantive detail testing to evaluate compliance with laws, regulations and supervisory requirements.
This would be inconsistent with objective governance models in place such as the three lines of defense framework. GFIA
acknowledges the role of Internal Audit as the third line of defense and recommend the following alternative language:
Evaluating the quality and effectiveness of internal controls relating to levels of compliance by employees, organisational
units and third parties with laws, regulations and supervisory requirements, established policies, processes and controls,
including those involving reporting.

181. American Office of No While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
Council of Life General the context of the underlying ICP and we reiterate here an overarching comment we have on the revised ComFrame in ICP
Insurers Counsel section published for Consultation.

While the ComFrame Introduction recognizes that governance models vary by jurisdiction, and that ComFrame therefore
focusses on outcomes that models need to achieve, this focus is inconsistently reflected in specific ComFrame sections
(and related ICPs) that continue to make recommendations that could be inconsistent with governance structures and legal
requirements in jurisdictions around the world.

An example is the assumed structure and role of the Board of Directors. Many jurisdictions follow the one-tier board model.
Under this model (and perhaps others) the role of the board is essentially to assess and approve the overall direction and
strategy of the business on recommendation and advice from senior management. Where this is the case, in addition to
being responsible for the day-to-day operations of the business, senior management, not the Board of Directors, is
responsible for developing business objectives and strategy, as well as executing on it. Therefore, guidance making the
Board ultimately responsible for ensuring that the insurer has in place the effective systems of risk management and internal
controls and functions to address key risks it faces (see ICP 8.0.1) is misplaced. We would strongly recommend the IAIS
consider rewording such guidance throughout the ICPs and ComFrame.

We would also re-emphasize additional general comments that pertain to ICP 8 as the basis for ComFrame 8.
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*Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality*:

As mentioned in our response to Q4, while implicit in the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the
ICP Introduction, the concept of materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards
are largely absent from the ICPs and related ComFrame sections. A further example where the addition of this concept
would be important is ICP 8.1 Systems for risk management and internal controls where the term "material" used in the
second bullet point is applicable to all following sub-sections (e.g., 8.1.1) where the term "material” is not used.

*Clarification of Unclear Terminology*:

ICP 8.3.15 Recommends that "Higher expectations apply to the head of each control function". The purpose and
interpretation of this sentence could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted and does not appear to be
necessary. We recommend removing the sentence.

*Board Role*:

ICP 8.7.1 (Internal Audit Function) inappropriately recommends that oversight role of the Board include ensuring that the
information provided by Internal Audit allows the Board to "effectively validate the effectiveness of the internal control
system". Board oversight does not incorporate this level of responsibility in all jurisdictions and ComFrame and the ICPs
should account for such differences. We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "validate" to describe the
responsibility of the IAIG Board for the effectiveness of the internal control system.

*Main Activities of the Audit Function*:

ICP 8.7.7. third bullet ("reviewing levels of compliance by employees, organisational units and third parties with laws,
regulations and supervisory requirements, established policies, processes and controls, including those involving
reporting....") suggests that Internal Audit is required to perform substantive detail testing to evaluate compliance with laws,
regulations and supervisory requirements. This would be inconsistent with objective governance models in place such as
the three lines of defense framework. We acknowledge the role of Internal Audit as the third line of defense and recommend
the following alternative language: "Evaluating the quality and effectiveness of internal controls relating to levels of
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compliance by employees, organisational units and third parties with laws, regulations and supervisory requirements,
established policies, processes and controls, including those involving reporting."

183. Association | United No ComFrame material in ICP 8 makes assumptions about the respective roles of internal control functions that are not always

of British Kingdom correct for every IAIG. Accordingly, the ABI suggests amendments to some of the ComFrame Standards and Guidance to

Insurers take account of the fact that not all IAIGs will be organised in the same way.

185. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

186. Prudential United States No We believe this section of ComFrame is significantly over prescriptive and place inappropriate emphasis on form over

Financial, Inc. of America substance or outcomes that should be achieved. While we believe this comment is broadly applicable to the ComFrame, we
find it especially relevant in sections pertaining to risk management.

187. Liberty USA No We are commenting on the ComFrame provisions in ICP 8 because for the most part they are an exception to the criticism

Mutual we have with much of the rest of ComFrame. These provisions are effectively outcome focused. They state a reasonable

Insurance Group supervisory goal (e.g., that an IAIG should have a group wide risk management system that achieves certain objectives),
but these provisions use express language whereby the GWS should merely "ensure" that the Head of the IAIG has met the
objectives. These provisions do not dictate how the IAIG should accomplish such outcomes. The IAIS should redraft all of
ComFrame expressing its provisions in this format.

188. MetLife, Inc | USA No While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in

the context of the underlying ICP and we reiterate here an overarching comment we have on the revised ComFrame in ICP
section published for Consulation

While the ComFrame Introduction Section 24 recognizes that governance models vary by jurisdiction, and that ComFrame
therefore focusses on outcomes that models need to achieve, this focus is inconsistently reflected in specific ComFrame
sections (and related ICPs) that continue to make recommendations that could be inconsistent with governance structures
and legal requirements in jurisdictions around the world.

An example is the assumed structure and role of the Board of Directors. Many jurisdictions follow the one-tier board model.
Under this model (and perhaps others) the role of the board is essentially to assess and approve the overall direction and
strategy of the business on recommendation and advice from senior management. Where this is the case, in addition to
being responsible for the day-to-day operations of the business, senior management, not the Board of Directors, is
responsible for developing business objectives and strategy, as well as executing on it. Therefore guidance making the
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Board ultimately responsible for ensuring that the insurer has in place the effective systems of risk management and internal
controls and functions to address key risks it faces (see ICP 8.0.1) is misplaced. We would strongly recommend the IAIS
consider rewording such guidance throughout the ICPs and Comframe.

We would also re-emphasize additional general comments that pertain to ICP 8 as the basis for ComFrame 8.

Lack of Reference to Globally Recognized Control Structures for Guidance as to Application of Principles of Proportionality
and Absence of Concept of Materiality

As mentioned in our response to Q4, while implicit in the concept of proportionality which is set out in Paragraph 9 of the
ICP Introduction, the concept of materiality and reference to globally recognized control structures and industry standards
are largely absent from the ICPs and related ComFrame sections. A further example where the addition of this concept
would be important is ICP 8.1 Systems for risk management and internal controls where the term "material" used in the
second bullet point is applicable to all following sub-sections (e.g., 8.1.1) where the term "material” is not used.

Clarification of Unclear Terminology

ICP 8.3.15 Recommends that "Higher expectations apply to the head of each control function". The purpose and
interpretation of this sentence could be significantly misunderstood and/or misinterpreted and does not appear to be
necessary. We recommend removing the sentence.

Board Role

ICP 8.7.1 (Internal Audit Function) inappropriately recommends that oversight role of the Board include ensuring that the
information provided by Internal Audit allows the Board to "effectively validate the effectiveness of the internal control
system". Board oversight does not incorporate this level of responsibility in all jurisditions and ComFrame and the ICPs
should account for such differences. We would strongly recommend use of a term other than "validate" to describe the
responsibility of the IAIG Board for the effectiveness of the internal control system.

Main Activities of the Audit Function

ICP 8.7.7. third bullet

- reviewing levels of compliance by employees,organisational units and third parties with laws, regulations and supervisory
requirements, established policies, processes and controls, including those involving reporting;

suggests that Internal Audit is required to perform substantive detail testing to evaluate compliance with laws, regulations
and supervisory requirements. This would be inconsistent with objective governance models in place such as the three lines
of defense framework. We acknowledge the role of Internal Audit as the third line of defense and recommend the following
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alternative language:

- Evaluating the quality and effectiveness of internal controls relating to levels of compliance by employees, organisational
units and third parties with laws, regulations and supervisory requirements, established policies, processes and controls,
including those involving reporting.

189. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

While we agree that the general functions and policies outlined in the ComFrame material under ICP 8 should be subject to
review and oversight by the Head of the IAIG, we are concerned that some of the standards and guidance require a
centralized governance structure at the Head of the IAIG. In our experience, insurance groups can be effectively governed
under decentralized approaches, whereby significant responsibility is delegated to legal entity and/or other intermediate
holding company levels. Under such a decentralized model, material issues or concerns can still be communicated to the
Head of the IAIG through an escalation process, but such a structure allows the concepts of proportionality and materiality
to be more effectively exercised at a local level. In addition, such an approach allows the Head of the IAIG to focus on the
more substantive group-wide issues that are brought to its attention, as opposed to using up valuable resources to develop
a superstructure of functions and policies at a level above which such structures may be most relevant. While other recent
IAIS work appears to recognize the variety of governance approaches insurance groups may have, this does not come
across in some of the ComFrame material, which continues to assume a centralized approach for all IAIGs. See our
comment and proposed solution related to paragraph 24 of the Introduction.

Q23 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.1.a

190. Insurance Europe No Where CF text is adapted, these changes should also be mirrored in the respective ICP text, eg changing "at a minimum" to
Europe "at least" to avoid any misunderstanding in the implementation of the provisions.
191. Global Global No Where CF text is adapted, these changes should also be mirrored in the respective ICP text, e.g. changing "at a minimum"
Federation of to "at least" to avoid any misunderstanding in the implementation of the provisions.
Insurance
Associations
192. General Japan No We are concerned that the description on the group-wide risk management system could be interpreted to indicate that strict
Insurance documentation is required with regard to the items listed in this standard. In particular, it is not practical to require
Association of documentation of "laws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates". It is more appropriate to require
Japan establishment of a system that "considers" rather than "covers" these items.
194. Association | United No Where ComFrame text is adapted, these changes should also be mirrored in the respective ICP text, e.g. changing "at a
of British Kingdom minimum" to "at least" to avoid any misunderstanding in the implementation of the provisions.
Insurers
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Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

195. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company
196. Prudential United States No ComFrame standards should focus on substance over form. In the case of this standard, the focus should be ensuring risk
Financial, Inc. of America management is a seamless enterprise-wide process for an IAIG. The standard should not presribe requirements for how
legal entities are treated but instead call for them to be adequately integrated into the group-wide framework.
197. American USA No A clear definition of the "Head of the IAIG" in the Glossary might be helpful to understanding the precise scope of this
Property section.
Casualty
Insurance
Association This section remains overly prescriptive and does not sufficiently take into account the differences between centralized and
(APCI) decentralized structures. We recommend the following:
The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to ensure that the group-wide risk management system, whether
centralized or to some extent decentralized with reporting to and monitoring at group level, encompasses the levels of the
Head of the IAIG and legal entities within the IAIG and covers, at least, the:
- diversity and geographical reach of the key activities of the IAIG;
- nature and degree of key risks of individual legal entities and business lines;
- aggregation of key risks from the legal entities within the IAIG that arises at the level of the Head of the IAIG, including
crossborder risks;
- interconnectedness of the legal entities within the 1AIG;
- level of sophistication and functionality of information and reporting systems in addressing key group-wide risks; and
- applicable laws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates.
198. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we recommend the following amendment:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to ensure that the group-wide risk management system, whether
centralized or to some extent decentralized with reporting to and monitoring at group level, encompasses the levels of the
Head of the IAIG and legal entities within the IAIG and covers, at least, the:
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- diversity and geographical reach of the key activities of the IAIG;

- nature and degree of key risks of individual legal entities and business lines;

- aggregation of key risks from the legal entities within the IAIG, including crossborder risks;

- interconnectedness of the legal entities within the 1AIG;

- level of sophistication and functionality of information and reporting systems in addressing key group-wide risks; and

- applicable laws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates."

199. National
Association of
Insurance
Commissioners
(NAIC)

USA, NAIC

No

There should be some recognition of materiality within the expectations for addressing legal entity issues through the group-
wide risk management function. For example, the group-wide risk management function should not be expected to ensure
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations for every jurisdiction where the IAIG operates. Instead, the Head of the
IAIG should be able to delegate responsibility for minor compliance issues to a legal entity risk management or compliance
function. See our comments on paragraph 24 of the ComFrame Introduction.

Q24 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.1.a.1

200. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the removal of CF8.1b.2, which was too prescriptive, and applied too broadly.
Federation of

Insurance

Associations

202. Association || United No The ABI welcomes the removal of CF8.1b.2, which was too prescriptive, and applied too broadly.
of British Kingdom

Insurers

203. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company
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Commissioners
(NAIC)

204. Prudential United States No We recommend revising the final bullet within this point of guidance to read as follows - "measure the risk exposure of the
Financial, Inc. of America IAIG against the risk limits on an on-going basis to identify and appropriately communicate potential concerns as early as
possible."
205. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive and does not sufficiently take into account the differences between centralized and
Property decentralized structures. We recommend the following:
Casualty
Insurance The group-wide risk management system should:
Association - be integrated with its organisational structure, decision-making processes, business operations, and risk culture;
(APCI) - be integrated within its legal entities or, in the case of an IAIG with decentralized functions, incorporate the risk exposures
reported from legal entity-based risk management systems to group level; and
- measure the risk exposure of the IAIG against the risk limits on an on-going basis in order to identify potential concerns as
early as possible.
206. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
Association of overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
America (PCI) question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we recommend the following amendment:
"The group-wide risk management system should:
- be integrated with its organisational structure, decision-making processes, business operations, and risk culture;
- be integrated within its legal entities or, in the case of an IAIG with decentralized functions, incorporate the risk exposures
reported from legal entity-based risk management systems to group level; and
- measure the risk exposure of the IAIG against the risk limits on an on-going basis in order to identify potential concerns as
early as possible."
207. National USA, NAIC No The risk management function at the Head of the IAIG may not need to be fully integrated with that of a legal entity, as long
Association of as there is some level of collaboration and communication to ensure that the functions do not conflict and that material risk
Insurance

exposures are communicated to the Head of the IAIG. Suggest developing additional guidance in this area to recognize that

different approaches may be appropriate in this regard; additionally, see our comments on paragraph 24 of the ComFrame
Introduction.
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Q25 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.1.b

Association of
America (PCI)

208. Insurance Europe No The introduction of a materiality element here is much appreciated.

Europe
Insurance Europe continues to advocate that the granularity of this documentation and resources required should be
balanced according to the purpose it has (ie to feed into the overall group risk management system and reveal risk
concentrations and other relevant factors).

209. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the removal of CF8.1a.1 and CF8.1a.2 which were overly-prescriptive. The introduction of a materiality

Federation of element here is much appreciated. However, GFIA continues to advocate that the granularity of this documentation and

Insurance resources required should be balanced according to the purpose it has (i.e. to feed into the overall group risk management

Associations system and reveal risk concentrations and other relevant factors).

211. Association | United No The ABI welcomes the removal of CF8.1a.1 and CF8.1a.2 which were overly-prescriptive, and the introduction of a

of British Kingdom materiality element in CF8.1.b.

Insurers

212. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

213. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q26 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.1.c

214. Institute of | Global No In ComFrame 8.1.c, the expression "sound risk culture" is used whereas, in ComFrame 8.1.c.1, the expression "appropriate

International risk culture" is used. We believe that the IAIS intends the same meaning in both references and, thus, should use the same

Finance language. [We would favour the use of the phrasing "appropriate risk culture," as this is more reflective of a risk-based
approach.]

215. AIA Group Hong Kong No We suggest rewording the language to "may include risk management training ..." so as not to be too prescriptive on what

processes and procedures insurers should have to promote risk culture.
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216. General Japan No We think there are various ways to promote a sound risk culture, taking into account the differences in the business
Insurance environment surrounding the entities within the group, their business size, etc. Therefore, requiring a uniform procedure may
Association of inhibit diverse efforts. We suggest to either delete "procedures" or revising the standard for example as follows: "The group-
Japan wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to promote a sound risk culture".

218. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

219. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q27 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.1.c.1

220. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe would like to clarify that risk management training may not necessarily be relevant to all staff. Insurance

Europe Europe also suggests clarifying what is meant by the "issue of independence" mentioned in this Guidance.
The following slight re-wording is further proposed in relation to the prescribed content for processes and procedures:
"Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture should include risk management training, address the
segregation of duties and create appropriate incentives for relevant staff."

221. Global Global No The GFIA suggests clarifying what is meant by the "issue of independence" mentioned in this Guidance. GFIA recommends

Federation of that the wording is amended as follows: "Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture should include

Insurance risk management training, address the segregation of duties and create appropriate incentives for staff".

Associations
The phrase "segregation of duties" refers in particular to the risk-management second line being independent of the risk-
taking first line. Clarification of the "issue of independence" should make this explicit. Also, the requirement for training is too
prescriptive.

222. General Japan No In line with our proposed revision on DF 8.1.c., we suggest revising "Processes and procedures for promoting an

Insurance 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
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Association of

environment surrounding the entities within the group, their business size, etc. Therefore, "in line with the nature, size and

Japan 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 for example as follows: " Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture may include for
example risk management training, address the issue of independence, and create appropriate incentives for staff".
224. Association | United No The ABI proposes clarifying what is meant by the "issue of independence" mentioned in this Guidance. It is important to
of British Kingdom make explicit that the (risk management) second line is independent of the (risk taking) first line. We recommend that the
Insurers wording is amended as follows:

"Processes and procedures for promoting an appropriate risk culture should include risk management training, address the
segregation of duties (e.g. between the first and second line) and create appropriate incentives for staff".

225. Cincinnati United States No
Insurance of America
Company

See answer to Q1.

Q28 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.1.c.2

227. Cincinnati United States No
Insurance of America
Company

See answer to Q1.

228. Prudential United States No

We recommend revising this point of guidance to read as follows - "The IAIG's risk culture should support open

Association of
America (PCI)

Financial, Inc. of America communication and early evaluation of emerging risks that may be significant to the IAIG and its legal entities."

229. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without an sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However,
Casualty please see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching
Insurers concepts described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q29 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.1.d
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Casualty
Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

230. Insurance Europe No The frequency of the review should not be annually but should depend on the risk profile and be reactive to material

Europe changes of the structure/business strategy of the IAIG. If the IAIS deems it necessary to establish a minimum frequency (in
addition to the condition of material changes), it should be every 5 years instead of every year.

231. German Germany No The frequency of the review should not be annually but periodically and should depend on the risk profile and be reactive to

Insurance material changes of the structure/business strategy of the IAIG.

Association

233. Global Global No The frequency of the review should not be annually but instead be periodically and should depend on the risk profile and be

Federation of reactive to material changes of the structure/business strategy of the IAIG

Insurance

Associations

234. AIA Group | Hong Kong No We suggest changing the frequency of review from "at least annually" to "regularly” to remain principle based on the
requirement. This would allow insurers to determine the frequency of review that is appropriate for the particular insurer.

235. General Japan No The IAIG's group-wide risk management system should be examined through ORSA and reviewed when necessary.

Insurance Therefore, we suggest revising the first bullet point as follows: "review, on a regular basis, the group-wide risk management

Association of system ...".

Japan

237. Association || United No The frequency of the review should not be annually, but periodically depending on the risk profile of the IAIG. It should be

of British Kingdom reactive to changes in the structure/business strategy of the IAIG.

Insurers

238. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

239. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q30 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.1.d.1
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Association of
America (PCI)

240. Insurance Europe No This provision should be limited to material changes only. The changes proposed are welcome.

Europe

241. Global Global No This provision should be limited to material changes only. The changes proposed are welcome.

Federation of

Insurance

Associations

242. AIA Group Hong Kong No We suggest restricting the assessments on changes in legal entities to "material changes" so that the Head of IAIG would
not be overly burdened on assessing all changes in legal entities.

244. Association | United No This provision should be limited to material changes only.

of British Kingdom

Insurers

245. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

246. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive. We recommend the following changes:

Property

Casualty The Head of the IAIG should have policies and procedures in place to provide for monitoring of key changes occurring in

Insurance one or more legal entities and to assess the impact on the IAIG's risk profile overall, because the impact on a group-wide

Association basis may not otherwise be immediately apparent.

(APCI)

247. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive and we recommend the following amendment:

"The Head of the IAIG should have policies and procedures in place to provide for monitoring of key changes occurring in
one or more legal entities and to assess the impact on the IAIG's risk profile overall, because the impact on a group-wide
basis may not otherwise be immediately apparent.
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Q31 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.1.d.2

Association of
America (PCI)

249. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

250. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q32 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.2.a

251. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe would suggest that bullet points two and three are not uniquely applicable to IAIGs but would just as well

Europe be important for non-1AIGs.

252. Global Global No Clarification should be provided as to who or what is the "Head of the IAIG' in the context of this Standard.

Federation of

Insurance

Associations

253. General Japan No The "ComFrame Introduction" stipulates "IAIGs have different models of governance (i.e. more centralised or more

Insurance decentralised). ComFrame does not favour any particular governance model." Therefore, we understand that ComFrame

Association of acknowledges decentralised governance models.

Japan 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.

255. Swiss Re Switzerland No The standard describes which factors are to be covered at the minimum and controls are clear if they refer to specific risks
that they address. Therefore, we would like to reiterate our prior feedback that CF8.2.a could be strengthened by referring to
specific risks in scope of the control systems mentioned (e.g. operational risk).
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Commissioners
(NAIC)

256. Association | United No Clarification should be provided as to who or what is the "Head of the IAIG" in the context of this Standard.

of British Kingdom

Insurers Bullet points two and three are not uniquely applicable to IAIGs, but would be important for non-lIAIGs as well.

257. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

258. National USA, NAIC No There should be some recognition of materiality within the expectation that the group-wide internal controls system covers at
Association of least the applicable laws and regulations of the jurisdictions where the IAIG operates. There could be a lot of jurisdictions
Insurance

with varying laws and regulations that may be difficult to cover 100% through a group-wide system of internal controls.

Q33 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.2.b

259. Insurance Europe No It is unclear why the requirement for periodic/annual testing and assessments is at Standard level for IAIG but can only be
Europe found at Guidance level for non-IAIGs (last bullet point in ICP 8.2.4).
Primary assurance surrounding internal controls should be the responsibility of the business, but also open to review by
Internal Audit Functions, in line with their audit planning approach.
Therefore, Insurance Europe recommends that the wording of CF8.2.b should be adjusted as follows:
"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to review at least annually the effectiveness of the |AIG's risk
management and internal controls system and report the results to the IAIG Board and Senior Management".
260. German Germany No An annual testing and assessment of the whole IAIG internal control system is not adequate as it includes all processes
Insurance within the IAIG. The frequencies at which reviews of certain internal controls take place are necessarily risk-based. An
Association independent assessment of the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control system is the main task of the internal
audit functions and should be in line with their risk-based audit planning approach according to the multi-year plan.
261. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the changes to this Standard clarifying the role of the Head of the IAIG. However, it remains unclear what
Federation of "internal controls systems' extends to.
Insurance
Associations GFIA welcomes the clarification of the term "independent objective party" that was previously used in this Standard.
Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 92 of 308



ﬁﬁ%
@IAIS =

GFIA considers that primary assurance surrounding internal controls should be the responsibility of the business, but also
open to review by Internal Audit Functions, in line with their audit planning approach.

Therefore, GFIA recommends that the wording of CF8.2. b should be adjusted as follows:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to review at least annually the effectiveness of the IAIG's risk
management and internal controls system and report the results the IAIG Board and Senior Management.”

GFIA would suggest that references to annual assessments and/or testing should be replaced with guidance to the effect
that assessment and testing should be required "periodically as deemed necessary by the group-wide supervisor, but no
more frequent than annually."

262. AlIA Group Hong Kong No We suggest changing the frequency of testing and assessments from "annual” to "regular" to remain principle based. This
would allow insurers to determine the frequency of assessment that is appropriate for the particular insurer.

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

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

264. American Office of No ComFrame suggests an overall assertion and annual testing and assessments over the totality of the internal control
Council of Life General system. We would suggest that references to annual assessments and/or testing should be replaced with guidance to the
Insurers Counsel effect that assessment and testing should be required "periodically as deemed necessary by the group-wide supervisor."
266. Association || United No The ABI considers that primary assurance surrounding internal controls should be the responsibility of the business, but also
of British Kingdom open to review by the Internal Audit Function, in line with their audit planning approach. Therefore, we recommend that the
Insurers wording of CF8.2.b should be adjusted as follows:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to review at least annually the effectiveness of the IAIG's risk
management and internal controls system and report the results to the IAIG Board and Senior Management".
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267. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

268. MetLife, Inc | USA No ComFrame suggests an overall assertion and annual testing and assessments over the totality of the internal control
system. We would suggest that references to annually assessments and/or testing should be replaced with guidance to the
effect that assessment and testing should be required "periodically as deemed necessary by the group-wide supervisor."

269. Property USA No This language suggests annual testing and assessments over the totality of an IAIG's internal control system. We believe an

annual requirement is unreasonable, especially with respect to large and complicated IAIGs. We would suggest that this
requirement be replaced with guidance to the effect that assessment and testing should be required "periodically as deemed
necessary by the group-wide supervisor."

Conversely, some jurisdictions (such as the United States) have implemented federal laws and regulations which require
listed firms to annually test and report on internal controls, accompanied by an external auditor's report. ComFrame should
be explicit that groups complying with such a regime should be considered to comply with this standard.

Q34 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.3.a

Insurance
Company

of America

270. Insurance Europe No The second bullet point in CF 8.3.a is redundant as it will naturally be in the IAIG's own interest to avoid inefficiencies, also
Europe regarding its control functions. This does therefore not need to form the core of the supervisors' attention.

271. Global Global No GFIA fails to see how the IAIG could ensure that there is no "duplication" of control function activities (as per the 2nd bullet)
Federation of nor does GFIA see why potential instances of duplication is necessarily a negative.

Insurance

Associations

272. International No While ICP 8.3 states that control functions need to have the "necessary authority, independence and resources" to fulfill
International their roles, the first bullet of CF 8.3. simply requires the group-wide control functions to be "clearly defined" while the second
Actuarial bullet requires that they "do not duplicate, limit or restrict the tasks and responsibilities of control functions at the insurance
Association legal entity level." In combination, these bullets seem weaker than the underlying ICP 8.3. Surely this is not the intent?

274. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Q35 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.3.b

Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 94 of 308




Insurance
Company

of America

275. International No It may be more appropriate if the second bullet was altered to state "are effective in their group-wide responsibilities”.
International

Actuarial

Association

277. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Q36 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.3.c

278. Insurance Europe No Given that the IAIS acknowledges that structures of an IAIG's governance framework may vary and no one solution should
Europe be given preference (ie centralised vs decentralised), it is unclear why the first bullet point in CF8.3.c would automatically
exclude any combination of control functions for IAIGs. The IAIS furthermore explicitly acknowledges that certain control
functions may be combined in non-1AIGs (ICP 8.3.10).
In relation to the second bullet point, internal audit functions are likely to have a mandate to review all aspects of an
insurer's internal controls in line with their audit plan, the frequency at which reviews of control functions take place will
necessarily be risk-based. Insurers may also therefore have other measures to assess their effectiveness on a more
frequent basis. In this respect the reference to internal audit and external parties in CF 8.3.c seems unnecessary, and
therefore Insurance Europe would propose that the second bullet point under CF8.3.c is amended as follows:
"are subject to periodic review as to their effectiveness”
279. German Germany No Given that the IAIS acknowledges that structures of an IAIG's governance framework may vary and no one solution should
Insurance be given preference (i.e. centralised vs decentralised), it is unclear why the first bullet point in CF 8.3.c would automatically
Association exclude any combination of control functions. According to CF 7.3.b IAIG have to take measures to avoid, or mitigate,
conflicts of interests anyway. GDV recommends deleting this requirement.
281. Global Global No Bullet point one, which states that the IAIG is not to combine control functions, should be amended to address the particular
Federation of concern of the IAIS, as it is neither uncommon nor inappropriate for risk and compliance functions to be combined or to
Insurance overlap.
Associations
"ComFrame in ICPs 5,7, 8, 9, 10, 12 and 25 and ICP 10.3: Responses to Comments received during 3 March. 1 June 2017
Consultation" published by IAIS in March this year shows the following interpretation about the first bullet point, which states
that the group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG Board to ensure that the group-wide control functions are not combined.
Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 95 of 308




"1\.

#IAIS =

"The prohibition of combination applies to the Key Person in Control Function as well as the staff supporting a control
function. As regards the staff, relevant employees can 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."

However, this seems to be contradictory to paras 8.3.10 and 8.3.11.
According to these paragraphs, a combination of certain control functions seems possible, as long as potential conflicts of
interest are avoided, and check and balance is ensured.

Therefore, the first bullet should be amended as follows: "are not combined if there are potential conflict of interest".

GFIA notes that there is no outright ban on combining control functions under Guideline M2E2-8-1-2.

In relation to the second bullet point, internal audit functions are likely to have a mandate to review all aspects of an
insurer's internal controls in line with their audit plan. The frequency at which reviews of control functions take place will
necessarily be risk based. Insurers may also therefore have other measures to assess their effectiveness on a more
frequent basis. In this respect, the reference to internal audit and external parties in CF 8.3.c seems unnecessary, and
therefore GFIA would propose that the second bullet point under CF8.3.c is amended as follows:

"are subject to periodic review as to their effectiveness."

282. Institute of | Global No "Responses to Comments received during 3 March to 1 June 2017 Consultation" shows the following interpretation on first

International bullet point at CF8.3.c.

Finance
"The prohibition of combination applies to the Key Person in Control Function as well as the staff supporting a control
function. As regards the staff, relevant employees can 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."

However, this seems to be contradictory to ICP8.3.10 and 8.3.11.According to these paragraphs, a combination of certain
control functions seems possible, as long as potential conflicts of interest are avoided and check and balance is ensured.
Therefore, the first bullet should be amended as follows "are not combined if there are potential conflicts of interest."

283. AlA Group Hong Kong No These requirements should be applied in relation to the nature, scale and complexity of the insurance group. In particular,
with respect to non-material non-insurance entities, strict compliance that IAIG control functions for such an entity not be
combined may not be necessary if there is an alternative mechanism that would address any material risk to the IAIG.

284. General Japan No With regard to the reference on "are not combined", in order to make clear what is meant by this reference, we propose to

Insurance add as a guidance the following sentences which was presented by the IAIS in March 2018 as part of the resolution of the

Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 96 of 308




@1AIS =

Association of consultation on ICP 8 conducted in November 2017: "The prohibition of combination should apply to the Key Person in
Japan 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".

285. The Life Japan No "ComFrame in ICPs 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12 and 25 and ICP 10.3: Responses to Comments received during 3 March . 1 June
Insurance 2017 Consultation"published by IAIS in March this year shows the following interpretation about the first bullet point, which
Association of states that the group-wide supervisor requires the IAIG Board to ensure that the group-wide control functions are not
Japan combined.

"The prohibition of combination applies to the Key Person in Control Function as well as the staff supporting a control
function. As regards the staff, relevant employees can 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."

However, this seems to be contradictory to the words "serve as a component of the insurer's checks and balances "in ICP
8.3.10 and the concept from the words "Each control function should avoid conflicts of interest" in ICP 8.3.11. According to
these paragraphs, this standard that can be read comprehensively as "all functions should not be combined" seems to
expand the scope unnecessarily. Therefore, the first bullet should be amended as follows

" are not combined if there are potential conflict of interest."

286. American Office of No The group-wide supervisor should have the discretion to determine if it is appropriate to combine control functions for non-
Council of Life General material, low-impact risks.

Insurers Counsel

288. Association | United No Bullet point one, which states that the IAIG is not to combine control functions, should be amended to address the particular
of British Kingdom concern of the IAIS, as it is not uncommon or inappropriate for risk and compliance functions to be combined or to overlap.
Insurers

The ABI notes that there is no outright ban on combining control functions under Guideline M2E2-8-1-2, and that the ICP
explicitly acknowledges that certain control functions may be combined in non-lIAIGs (ICP 8.3.10).

In relation to the second bullet point on periodic review, internal audit functions are likely to have a mandate to review all
aspects of an insurer's internal controls in line with their audit plan; the frequency with which reviews of control functions
take place will necessarily be risk based. Insurers may also therefore have other measures to assess their effectiveness on
a more frequent basis. In this respect, the reference to internal audit and external parties in CF8.3.c seems unnecessary.
We would propose that the second bullet point under CF8.3.c is amended as follows:
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"are subject to periodic review as to their effectiveness".

289. Cincinnati
Insurance
Company

United States
of America

No

See answer to Q1.

Q37 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.4.a

290. Canadian Canada No The CIA recommends that paragraph CF 8.4.b be added to paragraph CF 8.4.a.

Institute of

Actuaries

291. Insurance Europe No This Standard should clarify that it is not expected that there needs to be a risk management function embedded in each

Europe legal entity.
It is unclear what the IAIS expects the annual group-wide risk management plan (bullet point six) to entail. Insurance Europe
would generally support the deletion of this bullet point. The IAIS should acknowledge that how insurers organise functional
responsibilities may vary between firms and while functional planning is appropriate it should not be assumed that there
should be a separate risk management plan, neither should it be an explicit requirements that the board should approve
such a plan.

292. German Germany No It is not clear what the IAIS expects the annual group-wide risk management plan (bullet point 6) to entail. GDV

Insurance recommends deleting this bullet point.

Association

294. Global Global No There should be an element of materiality embedded in this standard.

Federation of

Insurance

Associations

295. Institute of | Global No In ComFrame 8.4.a, the expression "group-wide risk management function" is used whereas, in ComFrame 8.4.b, the

International expression "IAIG risk management function" is used. [We prefer the latter formulation, as it reflects that the risk

Finance management function in a complex insurance group may not be the same across all of the group's operations.]

296. AIA Group | Hong Kong No The requirement for consistent implementation should take into consideration the applicability of local regulations. As such,

we suggest to add wording of "where appropriate" to recognise this. In regards to setting policies and procedures, policies
may not be necessary between intragroup entities and as such, we suggest removing the word "policies". Thirdly, the
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assessment of risk at a legal entity or material business line level could be delegated to a legal entity and as such, we
suggest adding the words "or review assessment of risk conducted by legal entities where appropriate".
297. General Japan No The "ComFrame Introduction" stipulates "IAIGs have different models of governance (i.e. more centralised or more
Insurance decentralised). ComFrame does not favour any particular governance model." Therefore, we understand that ComFrame
Association of acknowledges decentralised governance models.
Japan 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 |AIG's underwriting and
investment strategies which affect an IAIG'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”.
299. Association | United No This Standard should clarify that it is not expected that there needs to be a risk management function embedded in each
of British Kingdom legal entity.
Insurers
In addition, the sixth bullet point (requiring an annual group-wide risk management plan) should be deleted. The IAIS should
acknowledge that the ways insurers organise functional responsibilities may vary between firms. While functional planning is
appropriate, it should not be assumed that there should be a separate risk management plan, neither should it be an explicit
requirement that the Board should approve such a plan.
300. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.
Insurance of America
Company
301. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive. We recommend the following changes to the fifth bullet:
Property
Casualty
Insurance - conducts an assessment of risks at the group-wide level, and either conducts the assessment, or monitors assessments
Association conducted by legal entities at its direction, at legal entity and material business line level;
(APCI)
302. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Public
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Insurers
Association of
America (PCI)

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive, and we recommend at least the following change to
the fifth bullet:

"- conducts an assessment of risks at the group-wide level, and either conducts the assessment, or monitors assessments
conducted by legal entities at its direction, at legal entity and material business line level;"

Q38 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.4.b

Insurance
Company

of America

303. Canadian Canada No The CIA recommends that this paragraph be included in paragraph CF 8.4.a.
Institute of

Actuaries

305. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Q39 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.5.a

306. Insurance Europe No

Europe Insurance Europe welcomes the amendments removing obligations which are not typically those of the compliance function,
and the removal of the requirement for the Board to approve the compliance plan.
However, the reference to legal obligations in the second and third bullet points should be removed as well. While the
compliance function will be necessarily concerned with the regulatory obligations, broadening its scope to also include all
legal obligations would detract from its core purpose in terms of compliance with financial services-related rules and
guidance. Broader legal obligations are better addressed by an IAIG's legal function and should not therefore be allocated to
the compliance function.

307. German Germany No GDV welcomes the amendments to the bullet points to remove obligations which are not typically those of the compliance

Insurance function, and the removal of the requirement for the Board to approve the compliance plan. However, the provision of at

Association least quarterly written reports on its activities to the IAIG's Board or one of its committees is not adequate. We recommend
re-amending the bullet in periodic (at least annual) reports.
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Financial, Inc.

of America

309. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the amendments to the bullet points to remove obligations which are not those of the compliance function,

Federation of and the removal of the requirement for the Board to approve the compliance plan.

Insurance

Associations However, GFIA suggests that the reference to legal obligations in the second and third bullet points should be removed or
be made more conditional on jurisdictional and company practice. While the compliance function will be necessarily
concerned with the regulatory obligations, broadening its scope to also include all legal obligations would detract from its
core purpose in terms of compliance with financial services-related rules and guidance. Broader legal obligations are better
addressed by an IAIG's legal function and should not therefore be allocated to the compliance function.

310. AIA Group | Hong Kong No We appreciate that the written reports may be made to the Board or Board Committee.

311. General Japan No The last bullet point stipulates that the group-wide compliance function "provides at least quarterly written reports on its

Insurance activities". As mentioned in our comment in the last consultation, more decentralised Control Functions should also be

Association of allowed. It is overly prescriptive to require the group-wide compliance function to provide "at least quarterly" written reports

Japan on its activities. Therefore, we suggest revising "at least quarterly" to "regularly"”, for example.

313. Swiss Re Switzerland No We suggest that IAIS use the term "compliance framework" in place of "compliance plan”.

314. Association | United No The ABI welcomes the amendments to the bullet points to remove obligations which are not those of the compliance

of British Kingdom function, and the removal of the requirement for the Board to approve the compliance plan.

Insurers
However, the ABI proposes that the reference to legal obligations in the second and third bullet points should be removed.
While the compliance function will be necessarily concerned with regulatory obligations, broadening its scope to also include
all legal obligations would detract from its core purpose in terms of compliance with financial services-related rules and
guidance. Broader legal obligations are better addressed by an IAIG's legal function, and should not therefore be allocated
to the compliance function.

315. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

316. Prudential United States No We believe the fourth bullet within the standard should be reworded to read as follows so it more specifically addresses

relevant responsibilities for the compliance function - "supports the IAIG Board in fostering an effective culture of compliance
with laws, regulations and supervisory requirements throughout the 1AIG;"
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In addition, we believe the shift from "periodic" to "provides at least quarterly" in the final bullet results in an overly
prescriptive standard. The focus of ComFrame should be on ensuring the IAIG's Board or one of its Committees are notified
of activities when warranted versus creating static recurring deliverables that may not be meaningful. We recommend either
reverting to "periodic" or changing "quarterly" to "annually" to align with other elements of the standard.

Commissioners
(NAIC)

317. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive, and fails to reflect the statement that ComFrame "does not favour any particular
Property governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve"

Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

318. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
Association of overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
America (PCI) question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

319. National USA, NAIC No We question the need for and value of requiring a prescriptive, group-wide compliance function to monitor ALL compliance
Association of mechanisms and activities across all levels of the company. Regulatory compliance requirements vary extensively across
Insurance jurisdictions and are likely difficult (if not impossible) to aggregate at a group level. Suggest revising this standard to allow

additional flexibility in delegating responsibilities and recognizing materiality considerations

Q40 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.6.a

320. China China No The ComFrame requires an ORSA for insurance groups in many sections. The regulation system can be different in various

Banking and jurisdictions and there can be other forms of risk management requirements which can essentially achieve the same goal as

Insurance ORSA. For example, in China we developed SARMRA (Solvency Aligned Risk Management Requirements Assessment)

Regulatory and IRR (Integrated Risk Rating) in C-ROSS, which not only cover the insurance group's own assessment, but also

Commission supervisory assessment and ratings. Such requirements suits the emerging market better because the supervisory

(CBIRC) assessment and guidance provides much more effective incentive for insurers to improve their risk management
capabilities. Thus we sugggest that the ComFrame should cover in the text other forms of supervisory requirements that
have an essentially equivalent role of ORSA.

Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 102 of 308



@IAIS =

321. Insurance
Authority (I1A)

China, Hong
Kong

No

Suggest to amend the second-last bullet point as "The adequacy of the IAIG's reinsurance arrangements including, but not
limited to, catastrophic coverage" to stress the importance of catastrophic reinsurance

322. Insurance
Europe

Europe

No

Insurance Europe still considers that Standard CF8.6a (and similarly ICP 8.6.4) as currently drafted does not adequately
reflect the actuarial function's role in assessing the appropriateness of methodologies and assumptions used in the
calculation of capital requirements and technical provisions. There furthermore appears to be an overlap with proposed
Standard CF 16.7e (please refer to comments provided there).

Insurance Europe highlights that the actuarial function should focus on actuarial issues (technical provisions, underwriting
policy, reinsurance arrangements) and should not per se be responsible for too many other issues (overall solvency, risk-
management, etc.).

Insurance Europe would recommend the following changes:
Amend the first and third bullet points to require a specific focus on the calculations, as follows:

"the appropriateness of methodologies and underlying models and controls relevant to govern the activities of the group-
wide actuarial function or finance condition;' and

"the reliability of the calculation of the IAIG's solvency position, assessing the methodology and assumptions used in the
calculations of group-wide regulatory capital requirements and technical provisions;'

The fourth bullet point should be deleted entirely, as it is the role of the actuarial function to ensure the appropriateness of
methodologies used in the calculation of the IAIG's financial condition. Stress and scenario testing will be a function of risk
management rather than the actuarial function.

The final bullet point should be amended to recognise that responsibility for the ORSA is primarily a risk management
function, although the actuarial function will contribute:

"to the effective implementation of the IAIG's Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (ORSA) and use of internal models.'

323. German
Insurance
Association

Germany

No

GDV highlights that the actuarial function has to focus on actuarial issues (technical provisions, underwriting policy,
reinsurance arrangements) and should not be responsible for other issues. Overall solvency, risk-management and stress
tests are main tasks of the risk management function. The actuarial function may support in certain actuarial aspects.

324. Global
Federation of

Global

No

While GFIA welcomes the amendments to the bullet points in this standard, they still do not reflect the actuarial function's
role in assessing the appropriateness of methodologies and assumptions used in the calculation of capital requirements and
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Insurance technical provisions. GFIA recommends the following changes:

Associations
Amend the first and third bullet points to require a specific focus on the calculations, as follows:
the appropriateness of methodologies and underlying models and controls relevant to govern the activities of the group-wide
actuarial function or finance condition;' and "the reliability of the calculation of the IAIG's solvency position, assessing the
methodology and assumptions used in the calculations of group-wide regulatory capital requirements and technical
provisions;'
The fourth bullet point should be deleted entirely, as it is the role of the actuarial function to ensure the appropriateness of
methodologies used in the calculation of the IAIG's financial condition. Stress and scenario testing will be a function of risk
management rather than the actuarial function.
The final bullet point should be amended to recognise that responsibility for the ORSA should be primarily a risk
management function, although the actuarial function will contribute: "contribute to the effective implementation of the IAIG's
Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (ORSA) and use of internal models." GFIA agrees that the current and prospective
solvency position of an insurance entity should be monitored but this monitoring is not always an actuarial function as there
are many components that factor into an entity's solvency. As this is the case GFIA recommends rewording the introduction
to the third and fourth bullets within CF 8.6a as follows:
The actuarial components of the IAIG's solvency position
The actuarial components of the IAIG's prospective solvency position
The phrase "adequacy of the IAIG's reinsurance arrangements” as used in the fifth bullet is very broad and GFIA is of the
view that it overlaps with the requirements to review the actuarial portion of an IAIG's solvency position. GFIA suggests
removing this bullet.
While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and comments GFIA submitted in 2017 have not been taken into account, GFIA reiterates
the following concerns with ICP 8.6
Our observations on ComFrame's assumption of the scope of the actuarial function also apply to the related ICPs which, as
the basis for ComFrame, should be adjusted as follows:
1. ICP 8.6 should remove "capital adequacy" from the requirements
2. ICP 8.6.2 bullet 4 should be removed
3. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 2 should remove the "and capital requirements, as well as other obligations or activities" portion of the
bullet
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4. |CP 8.6.4 bullet 3 should remove "and the valuation of assets" portion of the bullet

5. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 4 and bullet 5 should be reworded so that the actuarial function is only reviewing the actuarial portion of
the insurer's current and prospective solvency position

6. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 6 should remove the "or the financial condition of the insurer" portion of the bullet

7. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 12 should remove the "or financial projections, or for solvency" portion of the bullet

8. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 13 should remove the "or financial matters" portion of the bullet.

In addition, ICP 8.6.12 should be removed in its entirety. The phrase "adequately perform" is open to interpretation and
could lead the Appointed Actuary to be unable to adequately perform the duties of their position when regulators take
positions that the Appointed Actuary may disagree with.

Association of
Japan

325. AIA Group | Hong Kong No We suggest rewording "requires the Head of the IAIG to provide an overview of the group-wide actuarial activities..." as the
overview could be provided by functions other than the actuarial function, and some of these activities does not necessarily
have to be performed by the actuarial function.

326. International No The IAA agrees with the ComFrame text as to the importance and responsibilities of the group-wide actuarial function. Lack

International of common actuarial practice among the entities that are part of an IAIG can result in poor or improper decisions by the

Actuarial Head of the IAIG. The following are some specific comments on each bullet:

Association
Bullet 1: Suggest that the words "or financial condition" should be deleted here since this topic is addressed subsequently.
Also suggest that the terms "financial position", "financial condition" and "future financial condition" be clearly defined/used
to avoid confusion of meaning.

Bullet 2: Replace "at one" with "for any".
Bullet 4: Is "prospective solvency position" the same as "future financial condition"? If so, it is suggested that common
terminology be used throughout. Perhaps ORSA should be given as an example of such work to which the AF would
contribute.
Bullet 6: This point might be just as effective using just the first 4 words.
327. General Japan No We understand that the phrase "actuarial activities, functions and risk" indicate "actuarial activities, actuarial functions and
Insurance actuarial risks".

If we understand correctly, clarification is necessary that that the plural form "actuarial functions" is premised on
decentralised Control Functions.
The "ComFrame Introduction" stipulates "IAIGs have different models of governance (i.e. more centralised or more
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decentralised). ComFrame does not favour any particular governance model." Therefore, we understand that ComFrame
ackowledges 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.

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.
In particular, detailed requirements on the operations of an IAIG's actuarial function will increase the burden of the Head of
the IAIG. Therefore, clarification is necessary that that, with regard to the IAIG's actuarial function, responses based on
materiality and simplifications are allowed. We would also like to note that the application of the materiality principle should
be clarified for other functions as well.

328. American Office of No We agree that the current and prospective solvency position of an insurance entity should be monitored but this monitoring
Council of Life General is not always an actuarial function as there are many components that factor into an entity's solvency. As this is the case we
Insurers Counsel recommend rewording the introduction to the third and fourth bullets within CF 8.6a as follows:

- The actuarial components of the IAIG's solvency position ...

- The actuarial components of the |AIG's prospective solvency position ...

The phrase "adequacy of the IAIG's reinsurance arrangements" as used in the fifth bullet is very broad and we believe it
overlaps with the requirements to review the actuarial portion of an IAIG's solvency position. We suggest removing this
bullet.

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and comments we submitted in 2017 have not been taken into account, we reiterate the

following concerns with ICP 8.6.

Our observations on ComFrame's assumption of the scope of the actuarial function also apply to the related ICPs which, as
the basis for ComFrame, should be adjusted as follows:

1. ICP 8.6 should remove "capital adequacy" from the requirements
2. ICP 8.6.2 bullet 4 should be removed

3. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 2 should remove the "and capital requirements, as well as other obligations or activities" portion of the
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bullet
4. |CP 8.6.4 bullet 3 should remove "and the valuation of assets" portion of the bullet

5. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 4 and bullet 5 should be reworded so that the actuarial function is only reviewing the actuarial portion of
the insurer's current and prospective solvency position

6. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 6 should remove the "or the financial condition of the insurer" portion of the bullet

7. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 12 should remove the "or financial projections, or for solvency" portion of the bullet

8. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 13 should remove the "or financial matters" portion of the bullet.

In addition, ICP 8.6.12 should be removed in its entirety. The phrase "adequately perform" is open to interpretation and

could lead the Appointed Actuary to be unable to adequately perform the duties of their position when regulators take
positions that the Appointed Actuary may disagree with.

330. Swiss Re Switzerland No Bullet point 4 (Assessing the IAIG's prospective solvency position...), is a component of enterprise risk management and is
not necessarily carried out by the actuarial function. Such an analysis requires the input of various functions, including, but
not limited to, the finance function. Thus, we would appreciate it if by rephrasing the Standard this bullet point would lose its
prescriptive character designating the analysis to the actuarial function only. In a similar vein, a separate unit, not
necessarily the actuarial function may cover risk modelling (last bullet point).

Therefore, we suggest changing the second sentence of the Standard CF 8.6.a as underlined and to add a third one:

"The group-wide supervisor requires the Head of the IAIG to ensure that the group-wide actuarial function provides an
overview of the group-wide actuarial activities, functions and risks emanating from insurance legal entities within the IAIG.
This overview includes, at least the aspects mentioned in the bullet points below. Where appropriate, other group-wide
functions shall assume the responsibility of providing the information required."

331. Association | United No In the chapeau of this Standard, it is unclear whether the overview is to be provided by the actuarial function for the
of British Kingdom purposes of the IAIG or for the supervisor.
Insurers

While the ABI welcomes the amendments to the bullet points in this standard, they still do not reflect the actuarial function's
role in assessing the appropriateness of methodologies and assumptions used in the calculation of capital requirements and
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technical provisions. We recommend the following changes:
(1) Amend the first and third bullet points to require a specific focus on the calculations, as follows:

"the appropriateness of methodologies and underlying models and controls relevant to govern the activities of the group-
wide actuarial function or finance condition"; and

"the reliability of the calculation of the IAIG's solvency position, assessing the methodology and assumptions used in the
calculations of group-wide regulatory capital requirements and technical provisions".

(2) The final bullet point should be amended to recognise that responsibility for the ORSA and internal models should be
primarily a risk management function, although the actuarial function will contribute:

"contribute to the effective implementation of the IAIG's Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (ORSA) and use of internal
models".

Financial, Inc.

of America

332. American United States No While it is appropriate to distinguish between the actuarial and risk management functions in a group, an overly prescriptive

Academy of of America approach in delineating the functions is likely inappropriate. Insurance groups have diverse products and risk profiles, and

Actuaries the risk management practices at each firm has varied focuses and emphases. Whereas one group might be concerned
with financial market risk, another might be more concerned with underwriting or claims risk. Therefore, certain tasks such
as the determination of solvency positions, capital requirements, or adequacy assessments of reinsurance arrangements
might be done by actuaries, risk-management professionals, or other professionals. We suggest discretion be given to the
group to enable them to best decide which group of professionals is best equipped to carry out those functions depending
on its risk profile, reporting structure, and available employee resources.

333. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

334. Prudential United States No As a general remark, we believe it is appropriate maintain separation in key control functions and their respective

responsibilities. In its current form, ComFrame assigns responsibility for numerous functions which we believe are more
relevant to and appropriately carried out by the risk management function. While we do not disagree with the importance of
providing the group-wide supervisor insight into the various elements within this section of ComFrame, we do believe many
elements are misguided in their assignment to the actuarial function. Examples include:

+ Risk management policies and controls such as those around financial condition of the IAIG are beyond the scope of the
actuarial function;
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+ Development and delivery of an overview of the IAIGs solvency position (current or prospective) is beyond the scope of
the actuarial function, which would only provide select inputs into this broader deliverable;

+ Performance of risk modelling included within the IAIG's ORSA,; this example should be limited to the actuarial function's
use of internal models

In addition, we note that the second bullet should be rewritten to read as follows - "actuarial concerns within the insurance
legal entities within the IAIG, or the IAIG as a whole, as applicable"

335. American
Property
Casualty
Insurance
Association
(APCI)

USA

No

This section remains overly prescriptive, and fails to reflect the statement that ComFrame "does not favour any particular
governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve"

336. MetLife, Inc

USA

No

We agree that the current and prospective solvency position of an insurance entity should be monitored but this monitoring
is not always an actuarial function as there are many components that factor into an entity's solvency. As this is the case we
recommend rewording the introduction to the third and fourth bullets within CF 8.6a as follows:

o The actuarial components of the IAIG's solvency position ...

o The actuarial components of the IAIG's prospective solvency position ...

The phrase "adequacy of the IAIG's reinsurance arrangements" as used in the fifth bullet is very broad and we believe it
overlaps with the requirements to review the actuarial portion of an IAIG's solvency position. We suggest removing this
bullet.

While the IAIS requests comments only on the ComFrame portion of text, given that ComFrame guidance must be read in
the context of the underlying ICP and comments we submitted in 2017 have not been taken into account, we reiterate the
following concerns with ICP 8.6

"Our observations on ComFrame's assumption of the scope of the actuarial function also apply to the related ICPs which, as
the basis for ComFrame, should be adjusted as follows:

1. ICP 8.6 should remove "capital adequacy" from the requirements

2. ICP 8.6.2 bullet 4 should be removed

3. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 2 should remove the "and capital requirements, as well as other obligations or activities" portion of the
bullet
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4. |CP 8.6.4 bullet 3 should remove "and the valuation of assets" portion of the bullet

5. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 4 and bullet 5 should be reworded so that the actuarial function is only reviewing the actuarial portion of
the insurer's current and prospective solvency position

6. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 6 should remove the "or the financial condition of the insurer" portion of the bullet

7. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 12 should remove the "or financial projections, or for solvency" portion of the bullet

8. ICP 8.6.4 bullet 13 should remove the "or financial matters" portion of the bullet.

In addition, ICP 8.6.12 should be removed in its entirety. The phrase "adequately perform" is open to interpretation and
could lead the Appointed Actuary to be unable to adequately perform the duties of their position when regulators take
positions that the Appointed Actuary may disagree with.

337. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
Association of overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
America (PCI) question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Furthermore, we agree that the current and prospective solvency position of an insurance entity should be monitored but
this monitoring is not always an actuarial function as there are many components that factor into an entity's solvency. As this
is the case we recommend rewording the introduction to the third and fourth bullets within CF 8.6a as follows:

"The actuarial components of the IAIG's solvency position ...

The actuarial components of the IAIG's prospective solvency position ... "

The phrase "adequacy of the IAIG's reinsurance arrangements" as used in the fifth bullet is very broad and we believe it
overlaps with the requirements to review the actuarial portion of an IAIG's solvency position. We suggest removing this

bullet.
Q41 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.6.b
338. Global Global No This standard seems to be described on the premise of a more centralized governance model on the review of actuarial
Federation of information by the IAIGs actuarial function in cooperation with the actuarial function at the insurance legal entity level. To
Insurance recognize that IAIGs have different models of governance including the more decentralized model, the first bullet should be
Associations
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amended as follows: "works with the actuarial functions at the insurance legal entity level to review actuarial information in
accordance with its significance."

339. International No The IAA suggests that the first bullet (i.e., "works with.....to review") is quite weak. Much stronger statements on the role of

International the group-wide AF appear in CF 16.7.d & e.

Actuarial

Association

340. General Japan No We suggest revising "insurance activities" in the first bullet point to "actuarial activities" to make it consistent with CF 8.6.a,

Insurance which describes that the group-wide actuarial function provides an overview of the group-wide actuarial activities.

Association of

Japan

341. The Life Japan No This standard seems to be described on the premise of more centralized governance model on the review of actuarial

Insurance information by the |AIGs actuarial function in cooperation with the actuarial function at the insurance legal entity level. To

Association of ensure that IAIGs have different models of governance including the more decentralized model, the first bullet should be

Japan amended as follows: "works with the actuarial functions at the insurance legal entity level to review actuarial information in
accordance with its significance.

343. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

344. Prudential United States No The text in the second bullet should be modified to better align with Board reporting related text for other control functions.

Financial, Inc. of America We recommend rewording the second bullet within the standard to read as follows - "provides at least annual reports to the
IAIG Board or one of its committees on its activities and actuarial related matters."
In its current form, we find the reference to "independent advice" unclear and further, that the broad concept of reporting on
"risks posed to the IAIG" is more appropriate addressed by the risk management function (CF 8.4.a).

345. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive, and fails to reflect the statement that ComFrame "does not favour any particular

Property governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve"

Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)
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346. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
Association of overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
America (PCI) question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.
Q42 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.7.a
347. Insurance Europe No The tasks of the internal audit are too prescriptive, eg fraud prevention (second bullet point) is often assigned to the area of
Europe compliance and the assessment of the capacity of IT is not usually the task of the audit.
Insurance Europe would therefore suggest that the bullet points in this Standard be amended to better reflect the focus of
internal audit on processes and controls. The tasks explicitly listed for the internal audit function should be limited to those
relevant for the governance system, especially the assessment of the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control
system.
348. German Germany No The tasks of the internal audit are too prescriptive, e.g. fraud prevention (second bullet point) is often assigned to the area of
Insurance compliance and the assessment of the capacity of IT is not usually the task of the audit. GDV would therefore recommend
Association that the bullet points in this Standard be amended to better reflect the focus of internal audit, especially the assessment of
the adequacy and effectiveness of the processes and the internal control system. In addition it should be stated clearly that
the internal audit fulfils its task risk-oriented according to a multiyear planning.
350. Global Global No The GFIA suggests that the bullet points in this Standard be amended to better reflect the focus of internal audit on
Federation of processes and controls. For example, fraud prevention (second bullet point) is often a task of the compliance function. GFIA
Insurance further questions the granularity of the reference to the way the IAIG "preserves its assets and those of policyholders'.
Associations
351. AIA Group | Hong Kong No We suggest this requirement is overly prescriptive and the nature, scale and complexity of the IAIG should be taken into
consideration in applying the assessment to be conducted by the internal audit function. In practice, it may be difficult for
internal audit as the sole function to assess and provide assurance on all of these matters.
352. General Japan No It would be excessive for the group-wide internal audit function to provide items listed in this standard as a minimum
Insurance requirement. Clarification is necessary that these items are merely an example. For example, accounting audit are not
Association of necessarily conducted by the internal audit function but rather by the external auditing firm from an independent perspective.
Japan Auditing firm may also provide assessments and guarantees.
Also, themes and issues that require audit may be different among entities from a risk-based perspective. Therefore, as
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mentioned in the beginning, it is excessive to require the internal audit function as the minimum requirement to conduct
audit on the items listed in this standard.

Association of
America (PCI)

353. American Office of No As currently written, this requirement is overly prescriptive and so broad that It may be extremely challenging for an internal

Council of Life General auditor to provide a competent assessment over every function listed in the bullets. For example, an internal audit function is

Insurers Counsel unlikely to be the most capable function for assessing and assuring the "capacity and adaptability" of IT architecture. We
recommend modifying the bullets to eliminate any overly prescriptive mandates that are addressed elsewhere.

355. Association | United No The ABI suggests that the bullet points in this Standard be amended to better reflect the focus of internal audit on processes

of British Kingdom and controls. For example, fraud prevention (second bullet point) is often a task of the compliance function, and we question

Insurers the granularity of the reference to the way the IAIG "preserves its assets and those of policyholders".

356. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

357. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive, and fails to reflect the statement that ComFrame "does not favour any particular

Property governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve"

Casualty

Insurance We would recommend that the text be stated more generally in terms of the overall audit function (internal and external)

Association inasmuch as firms differ as to the allocation of some audit-related tasks between internal and external auditors.

(APCI)

358. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please

Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts

Insurers described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and

overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

We would recommend that the text be stated more generally in terms of the overall audit function (internal and external)
inasmuch as firms differ as to the allocation of some audit-related tasks between internal and external auditors.

Q43 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.7.a.1

359. Insurance
Europe

Europe

No

This Guidance should also recognise that the internal audit function will take a risk-based approach in the performance of its
activities.
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Association of
America (PCl)

360. Global Global No This Guidance should recognise that the internal audit function will take a risk-based approach in the performance of its
Federation of activities.

Insurance

Associations

362. Association | United No This Guidance should recognise that the internal audit function will take a risk-based approach in the performance of its
of British Kingdom activities.

Insurers

363. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

364. American USA No This section remains overly prescriptive, and fails to reflect the statement that ComFrame "does not favour any particular
Property governance model and instead focuses on the outcomes that the governance model needs to achieve".

Casualty

Insurance

Association

(APCI)

365. Property USA No PCI believes the text remains overly prescriptive and without sufficient consideration of materiality issues. However, please
Casualty see PCl's comments and recommendations at Q1 for the ComFrame introduction in regard to the overarching concepts
Insurers

described therein. If the IAIS were to adopt those recommendations, readers could then have the necessary and
overarching context in which to read and to better understand and interpret the intent of the text which is the subject of this
question. Otherwise, and as stated, the text remains overly prescriptive.

Q44 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.8.a

Federation of

366. Insurance Europe No

Europe The use of the word "material” in these bullet points does not go far enough to incorporate the overarching concept of
proportionality, and ensure a proportionate application of this requirement. A large IAIG may have a significant number of
outsourcing arrangements that would fall under the term "outsourcing of any material group-wide activity or function".
Insurance Europe suggests that this Standard be drafted explicitly allow for an appropriate risk-based application.

367. Global Global No GFIA considers that the use of the word "material" in these bullet points does not go far enough to incorporate the

overarching concept of proportionality and ensure a proportionate application of this requirement. A large IAIG may have a
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Insurance Group

Insurance significant number of outsourcing arrangements that would fall under the term "outsourcing of any material group-wide

Associations activity or function." GFIA suggests that this Standard be drafted in a way to better accommodate a risk-based application.

368. Institute of | Global No The first bullet under 8.8a, even with the reference to "material”, is far too broad in scope to be practicable. A large IAIG

International potentially has hundreds of outsourcing arrangements. The language "outsourcing of any material group-wide activity or

Finance function" needs to be re-drafted so that it captures well-recognized risk-based concepts in order to manage these risks.

369. American Office of No The first bullet under 8.8a, even with the reference to "material”, is far too broad in scope to be practicable. A large IAIG

Council of Life General potentially has hundreds of outsourcing arrangements. The language "outsourcing of any material group-wide activity or

Insurers Counsel function" needs to be re-drafted so that it captures key risk-based concepts (e.g., Federal Reserve expectations regarding
outsourcing).

371. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company

372. Liberty USA No This provision is not consistent with our otherwise favorable reaction to CF 8.0 because it lapses into the IAIS's prescriptive

Mutual

approach by dictating that IAIGs must have a particular system in place to manage outsourced activities. This is exactly the
sort of activity that should not be micro-managed by supervisors, and instead left to the discretion of management to ensure
that certain broad regulatory outcomes are achieved.

Q45 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.8.b

373. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe would suggest that these provisions apply to non-IAIGs just as well. However, it is all the more important
Europe that the depth, and the formality, of the assessments and due diligence contemplated in the three bullet points be
proportionate to the complexity and the importance of the particular outsourcing arrangement, the reputation and standing of
the potential service provider and how familiar the insurer is with the potential service provider.
374. Global Global No The GFIA suggests that this Standard be amended to take a more risk-based approach, to better incorporate the
Federation of overarching concept of proportionality. GFIA considers that the depth, and the formality, of the assessments and due
Insurance diligence contemplated in the three bullet points should be proportionate to the complexity and the importance of the
Associations particular outsourcing arrangement; the reputation and standing of the potential service provider; and how familiar the
insurer is with the potential service provider.
GFIA welcomes the amendment broadening bullet point three.
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375. Institute of | Global No We urge the IAIS to revise CF 8.8b. The standard, as currently drafted, lacks vital nuances around the importance of taking
International a risk-based approach in the management of risks associated with an IAIG's outsourcing arrangements.

Finance

377. Association | United No The ABI suggests that this Standard be amended to take a more risk-based approach, to better incorporate the overarching
of British Kingdom concept of proportionality. We consider that the depth, and the formality, of the assessments and due diligence

Insurers

contemplated in the three bullet points should be proportionate to the complexity and the importance of the particular
outsourcing arrangement; the reputation and standing of the potential service provider; and how familiar the insurer is with
the potential service provider.

The ABI welcomes the amendment broadening bullet point three.

378. Cincinnati United States No
Insurance of America
Company

See answer to Q1.

379. Prudential United States No
Financial, Inc. of America

We believe the addition of "(either internal or external)" is unnecessary as this point is sufficiently covered in CF 8.8.b.1.
Further, the reference is inconsistently applied throughout CF 8.8. To address this inconsistency, we recommend
transitioning CF 8.8.b.1 to CF 8.8.d and broadening the point to cover the range of items within CF 8.8 - "Activities or
functions may be outsourced to an internal service provider (i.e. a legal entity which is part of the IAIG) or an external
service provider. In the case of an internal service provider, the assessment and due diligence process may be different
from the case of an external service provider but should still be robust."

Q46 Comment on ComFrame Guidance CF8.8.b.1

380. Insurance Europe No IAIGs need additional simplifications regarding group internal outsourcing arrangements, in particular with respect to the
Europe minimum contents of service agreements, control rights, etc.

381. German Germany No GDV welcome the amendment that in case of group internal outsourcing the assessment and due diligence process may be
Insurance different according to the lower risk compared to an external outsourcing. We see the need for additional simplifications for
Association

group internal outsourcings, in particular with respect to the minimum contents of service agreements, control rights etc.

384. Cincinnati United States No
Insurance of America
Company

See answer to Q1.

Q47 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.8.c
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385. Global Global No GFIA suggests this Standard be further amended to take a risk-based approach.
Federation of

Insurance

Associations

387. Association | United No The ABI suggests this Standard be further amended to take a risk-based approach.
of British Kingdom

Insurers

388. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Q48 Comment on ComFrame Standard CF8.8.d

Association of
Japan

389. Global Global No GFIA welcomes the removal of the word "all" from this Standard. GFIA highlights that it needs to be assured that reviewing

Federation of outsourced activities should be in accordance with their materiality and significance.

Insurance

Associations

390. Institute of | Global No For a large IAIG with potentially hundreds of third party providers, reviewing the cumulative risks of all outsourcing

International arrangements would be a misguided exercise. Further, there can be significant numbers of "material” (i.e., large dollar

Finance value) outsourcing arrangements but they needn't necessarily pose a significant risk to the company. We urge the IAIS to
apply a risk-based approach to this standard as is already the accepted practice at the jurisdictional level.

391. General Japan No While we welcome the deletion of "all", we are still concerned of the requirement "to carry out a periodic review of the

Insurance cumulative risks of all outsourced activities and functions", which would be an excessive requirement. Therefore, "material"

Association of should be added before "outsourced activities".

Japan

392. The Life Japan No We welcome the removal of the word "all" from this Standard.

Insurance

We would like to assure that reviewing outsourced activities is in accordance with its significance.
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393. American Office of No For a large IAIG with potentially hundreds of third party providers, reviewing the cumulative risks of all outsourcing
Council of Life General arrangements would be a misguided exercise. Further, there can be significant numbers of "material” (i.e., large dollar
Insurers Counsel value) outsourcing arrangements but they needn't necessarily pose a significant risk to the company. A risk-based approach
therefore needs to be embedded in the standard.

395. Association | United No The ABI welcomes the removal of the word "all" from this Standard.

of British Kingdom

Insurers

396. Cincinnati United States No See answer to Q1.

Insurance of America

Company
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ComFrame in ICPs 9 and 10

Organisation Jurisdiction Confidential | Answer

Q1 General Comment on ComFrame in ICP 9

1. Association of | Bermuda No The Association of Bermuda Insurers and Reinsurers ("ABIR") represents the public policy interests of Bermuda's
Bermuda international insurers and reinsurers that protect consumers around the world. ABIR kindly thanks the International
Insurers and Association of Insurance Supervisors ("IAIS") for the opportunity to comment on the Draft overall ComFrame.
Reinsurers

Overall, ABIR supports the IAIS in the revisions to ComFrame, with a few caveats in the areas of confidentiality and peer
analysis noted below.

ABIR respectfully requests that in the process of conducting an analysis of IAIG's peers, caution should be taken to ensure
the right peers are identified for an IAIG as in some instances, depending on what question is being answered, an IAIG's
peer could be different under different scenarios. Groups are structured differently which usually results in no one suitable
group of peers. Groups should be carefully assessed and not penalized due to structural differences.

2. Insurance Europe No Insurance Europe generally supports the ComFrame material related to ICP 9 and the proposed revisions. Insurance
Europe Europe highlights the following:

- information sharing between the group-wide and other relevant supervisors should be subject to confidentiality
requirements.

- a two-year frequency for a macro-prudential stress test is sufficient.

- to ensure that a proportional approach is taken that focuses on understanding any dependencies between regulated and
unregulated entities, Insurance Europe proposed some amendments to Guidance CF9.2.b.6.

Insurance Europe acknowledges there may be value in supervisors undertaking peer-group analysis. However, Guidance
should deter supervisors from using inappropriate comparators when undertaking peer-group analysis. Unnecessary
harmonisation of risk management should be avoided and peer-group analysis should not be an opportunity for supervisors
to impose uniform risk assessments and business models.

Insurance Europe highlights that revisions to the text of ICP 9 are needed. Reference is made to the comments provided in
response to the IAIS' consultations of ICP 9 from June 2017 (https://www.iaisweb.org/page/consultations/closed-
consultations/2017/revision-of-icps-and-comframe/file/69930/icp-9-resolution-of-public-consultation-comments-
stakeholders).
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In particular with regard to guidance 9.6.5, Insurance Europe notes that such inspections may lead to high costs and
confidentiality issues, and therefore Insurance Europe suggests removing this guidance "9.6.5 The supervisor may use
independent experts (see ICP 2 Supervisor) to conduct part of an on-site inspection, for instance when additional resources
or specific expertise is needed."

3. German Germany No Information sharing between the group-wide and other relevant supervisors must be subject to confidentiality requirements,
Insurance and this Guidance should make this clear. Inputs should only be used for the proper purpose of supervision by the group-
Association wide supervisor.
4. Global Global No As a general matter, GFIA strongly recommends that the ComFrame materials relating to ICP 9 serve as illustrative
Federation of guidance, rather than prescriptive standards. Allowing for flexible and proportionate application would avoid unnecessary
Insurance changes to time-tested supervisory regimes and the potential disruption of well-developed insurance markets without
Associations commensurate benefits to global financial stability. Moreover, the ICPs and ComFrame should focus on desired outcomes
and broad objectives, not strict compliance with defined requirements, and must be sufficiently adaptable to accommodate
multiple jurisdictions' supervisory frameworks.
5. Institute of Global No As a general matter, we strongly recommend that ICP/ComFrame 9 sections serve as illustrative guidance, rather than
International prescriptive standards to allow for a wide range of effective supervisory approaches and regulatory frameworks. Moreover,
Finance the ICPs/ComFrame should focus on desired outcomes and broad objectives, not strict compliance with defined
requirements, and must be sufficiently adaptable to accommodate multiple jurisdictions' supervisory frameworks. For
example, in some jurisdictions, the group-wide supervisor may not have the authority over the external auditor.
8. Cincinnati United States No [1] The IAIS is seeking feedback on the draft overall Common Framework for the Supervision of Internationally Active
Insurance of America Insurance Groups (ComFrame) through public consultation. The overall ComFrame includes the ComFrame Introduction
Company and ComFrame material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5 (Suitability of Persons); ICP 7 (Corporate Governance);
ICP 8 (Risk Management and Internal Controls); ICP 9 (Supervisory Review and Reporting); ICP 10 (Preventive Measures,
Corrective Measures and Sanctions); ICP 12 (Exit from the Market and Resolution); ICP 15 (Investments); ICP 16
(Enterprise Risk Management for Solvency Purposes); ICP 23 (Group-wide Supervision); ICP 25 (Supervisory Cooperation
and Coordination). [2] As we have stated many times in similar sets of consultation comments, our company does not
believe that the world needs a set of Insurance Core Principles (ICPs), either as a standalone regulatory code or one
enhanced and amplified for IAIGs under ComFrame. We also object to the program under which the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) grades the U.S. insurance regulatory system on its compliance with the ICPs. [3] The core principles upon which
the U.S. insurance regulatory system is premised have functioned perfectly for over 150 years and do not need an overhaul
by the International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAIS) or by its ostensible parent organization, the Financial
Stability Board (FSB). [4] Therefore, we object to the overall ComFrame, including the ComFrame Introduction and
ComFrame material integrated into the following ICPs: ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25. There is no need for the
Public

Public consultation comments on overall ComFrame

June 2019

Page 120 of 308




F
@1AILS =

IAIS to promulgate an international insurance code on the topics addressed by ICP 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 23 and 25, or
to otherwise claim authority to regulate in these areas. The U.S. and other regulatory regimes are capable of regulating in
these areas on their own without interference by the IAIS.

9. MetLife, Inc USA No As a general