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Section 1 - Introduction 

On 9 October 2013, the IAIS announced its 
plan to develop a risk-based global insurance 
capital standard (ICS) by 2016. This was in 
response to the FSB’s request that the IAIS 
produce a work plan to create “a 
comprehensive group-wide supervisory and 
regulatory framework for Internationally 
Active Insurance Groups. 

 

IRSG response 

• Supports the development of the global 
capital standards  

• Recommend a step-by-step approach 

• Recommend to take account of lesson 
learned other regimes development 

• Highlights that ICS will have real impacts 
on companies, products, consumers, 
markets, and economies 

• Important that IAIS confirms early in the 
development process that local regimes 
that are consistent (or above) the ICS 
minimum standard would be 
acknowledged as being a suitable 
implementation of the ICS framework 

 

 



Section 3 – Insurance Capital Standards 

IRSG response 

• Support many of the principles as a good 
foundation for the ICS 

• Need to be reviewed/ revisited to ensure 
appropriateness when the final details of 
the ICS have been settled 

• A “one size fits all” rules-based capital 
standard generating the ´right risk 
management incentives for all IAIGs is not 
a viable objective. An alternative would be 
more extensive use of principles 
considering whether there are areas 
where different approaches would be 
allowed subject to supervisory approval 

 

• Detailed comments made on principle 3, 5 
and 6 

• Enhancements suggested by IRSG 
(conditions that could be relevant for the 
long-term ICS framework) 



Section 3 – Scope and application 

IRSG response 

• Once Solvency II is introduced in Europe, 
EU should be considered as one 
jurisdiction  

• An IAIG need not be dominated by 
insurance so care needs to be taken in 
defining the criteria for IAIG who fall 
under the Comframe requirements 

• There appear to be a lot of discretion with 
the supervisor, which makes the rules less 
clear. The definition could be made 
clearer. 



Section 4 – Scope of Group 

IRSG response 

• IRSG support that the consolidated group-wide balance sheet 
should be the basis for measuring capital adequacy 

• The IRSG do not agree with the integrated approach rather it 
should be based on a sensible sectorial approach  

• Comment made on what should try to avoid i.e. situation 
already experience in EU  

• Given the ICS is a group standard, various “group issues” will 
likely be very important and probably difficult. Examples are 
how to calculate the capital base in different kinds of groups 
and whether there a rules about capital fungibility between 
legal units of the IAIG 

• Time will likely be needed to specify such rules and test them, 
and time should be allowed for that in the development of the 
ICS 



Section 5 – Valuation 

IRSG response 

• Valuation principles and framework 
should be finalised as soon as possible 

• Make clear, that all companies will be 
required to apply a consistent valuation 
approach for assets and liabilities 

• Leave no ambiguous as to whether 
jurisdictions will be allowed to apply 
significantly different valuations 

• The IAIS should not develop a MOCE as 
part of the ICS framework.  Bearing in 
mind that the ICS is a minimum standard, 
the MOCE should be part of core capital. It 
can then be left up to local regimes if they 
include a MOCE in liability calculations 


