
 

 

COMMENTARY BY THE TFPSIAS ON THE SURVEY RESPONSES 

Introduction 

This note is intended to bring out the key issues from the responses received to the survey 

questionnaire submitted to Council Delegates and others, with the Discussion Paper on a 

Permanent Structure for International Actuarial standards, on 16 February 2012. In total 32 

responses were received. This number also includes the responses from the SSRT and IASSC, 

reflecting in each case the somewhat disparate personal views of their members; these have been 

used to formulate this paper but have not been included in the Zoomerang summary of responses. 

A response was received from the Chair of the Insurance Accounting Committee, which has 

been included as the response of Het Actarieel Genootschap at their request. Some feedback was 

received from representatives of IOSCO and IOPS, indicating general encouragement to 

continue the process of developing a permanent structure, and from a representative of IASB, 

warning against over-engineering the arrangements at this stage. 

The task force focused on three aspects in the discussion paper in order to seek initial feedback 

from member associations through a survey before doing more detailed work on the preferred 

structure.  

The three aspects were:  

 The Vision for International Standards of Actuarial Practice (ISAPs) and Due Process 

 Three broad alternatives for the Structure, namely: 

o IAA Committee with Advisory Board  

o Independent Board within the IAA Structure  

o Independent Board outside the IAA Structure  

 

 Involvement of External stakeholders and their role in the structure  

The issue of Resources and Funding was left for further consideration in due course, according to 

the preferences to be expressed. 

Vision 

There was limited feedback on the Vision other than a suggestion that the item “ISAPs will be 

widely adopted” be replaced by “ISAPs will be widely endorsed as a model for actuarial 

standards”, as being more consistent with the strategic objective of “medium convergence”. It 

was also suggested that the IAA should “respond without undue delay” rather than “respond 

rapidly” when the need is established for a new ISAP.   

The task force accepts the second of these suggestions and is still considering the first. 

Structure 

A few associations commented that the discussion paper did not contain an option of the status 

quo. The discussion paper explained that under Option 1 – Committee and Advisory Board, the 
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current interim structure would undergo only slight change. The Actuarial Standards Committee 

(ASC), like the IASSC but no longer “interim” and no longer a “sub-committee”, would remain 

responsible for drafting standards and consulting on them. The Council would appoint the 

members of the ASC, in a manner similar to that in which members of the Audit and Finance 

Committee and Nominations Committee are appointed. IAA Council would continue to 

determine what standards should be developed (or revised) and would still approve final 

standards.  

The slight modification from the status quo was that an Actuarial Standards Advisory Board 

(ASAB) would also be established, primarily non-actuaries representing the key External 

Stakeholders. The members would however be appointed by the IAA Council. The ASAB would 

be consulted by the ASC at appropriate stages in the development of each standard and could 

make comments and suggestions, but the ASAB would have no decision-making powers. In an 

extreme situation, it could nevertheless report its concerns to Council.  

The discussion paper noted that this option was an evolution from the current structure, with a 

very minimal external involvement in the standard setting process. In fact, the current interim 

structure does already involve external stakeholders by seeking their input at appropriate stages.  

The task force saw this more as formalising the status quo than significantly changing it (as 

would be the case under Options 2 or 3, where the Actuarial Standards Oversight Board (ASOB) 

would have  powers conferred on it). 

According to the just-approved DP the EC will, amongst other things, develop and maintain, on a 

rolling basis, a strategic action plan for ISAPs, for the approval of Council, and approve the SOI. 

The role of the EC could stay as it is under Option 1. The question arises whether the ASC in 

Option 1 would report to the EC and Council, as now, or to the Council, giving it slightly greater 

autonomy 

Some respondents commented that it would be premature to formally involve external 

stakeholders before we have experience with promulgating final ISAPs and identifying those 

audiences which will have been most impacted.  

The Financial Reporting Council (which has oversight of the Board for Actuarial Standards in 

the UK) submitted, on the other hand, a very detailed response and was fully supportive of 

external involvement and independence (which was supported by the Institute and Faculty of 

Actuaries). 

Preferences amongst the three options illustrated ranged across all three options with the strong 

majority expressing support for either Option 1 (Committee and Advisory Board) or Option 2 

(Independent Board within IAA Structure). There was limited (but enthusiastic) support for 

Option 3 (Independent Board outside IAA Structure) at this stage. Preference between Options 1 

and 2 was evenly split. The IASSC and SSRT addressed this question by answering it for the 

years 2014, 2020 and 2030, and found that their general preference transitioned from Option 1 in 

2014 through Option 2 in 2020 to a split between Options 2 and 3 in 2030. 
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The task force considers this indicates strong support for moving as a first step to replace the 

Interim Structure by a Permanent Structure based on Option 1, with further discussion in the not 

too distant future about a possible move to Option 2.  

Stakeholders 

The responses indicate that of the various categories of external stakeholder, those that 

associations wished to be involved are 

 Supervisors/Regulators (eg IAIS, IOPS) 

 Non-Actuarial Standard Setters (eg IASB, IAASB) 

 Actuarial Standard Setters 

For these, the aspects most supported were “scope”, i.e. determining the scope of a proposed 

standard, and “input”, i.e. commenting on draft statements of intent and on exposure drafts of 

standards. 

There was strong support for Actuarial Standard Setters also being involved in “drafting”, i.e. 

providing a member or members of the drafting team. 

There was limited support for involving other external stakeholders, such as: 

 Supranational Organisations (e.g., ISSA, IOSCO) 

 Think-tanks 

 Consumer Groups 

Other than perhaps in “input”, most respondents did not see a role for them. No other categories 

were suggested. 
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It was suggested that a survey of users of actuarial standards should be carried out. 

Some of the external stakeholders consulted responded to the survey but only provided very 

general comments, encouraging the IAA to continue to develop the structure, but not over-

engineer it. 

As noted earlier, a number of associations expressed concern about involving external stakeholders at this 

stage. They suggested that there should be no change until the existing structure has had time to be tested.  

However the task force considers that as certain external stakeholders are already involved, there is 

nothing to be gained by delaying introduction of a new structure based on Option 1 beyond the timescale 

envisaged. Furthermore, some of those associations that have had experience of working with external 

stakeholders have found it a positive factor and have encouraged the IAA to go down this route.  Others 

have not expressed any concerns on this aspect. 

The task force recommends proceeding with the more formal involvement of external 

stakeholders on the basis that they have no decision-making powers and only provide input. The 

task force considers that experience can be gained which will enable future decisions on further 

steps towards more formal involvement (i.e., with devolved powers) can be taken with greater 

confidence in due course. 

Funding 

Most associations accepted that the structure would need to be financed at least in part by 

increased IAA subscriptions.  

A number of suggestions were made about sources of funding other than an increase in IAA 

subscriptions. 

Other bodies suggested which might be approached included IOSCO, IASB, FSB of the G-20, 

and “the industry”. 

The discussion paper noted that the task force planned to investigate how other international 

standards-setting bodies are funded, and had in fact already had some input on this from the 

IASB. The task force propose now to proceed to identify likely resource requirements and to 

explore possible sources of external funding. 

Timescale 

The survey asked whether the 31 December 2013 timescale proposed by the Executive 

Committee was acceptable, or whether this time scale would cause any problems for 

associations. 

Some respondents expressed a concern that no change should be made to the Interim Structure 

until it had been fully tested.  The majority of respondents however raised no concern about this 

timescale.  
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Proposal 

The task force thus proposes for consideration  

1. that the IASSC be reconstituted as the Actuarial Standards Committee with effect from 1 January 2013, 

and  

2. that an Actuarial Standards Advisory Board be established from 1 January 2014 (thus allowing time for 

further consultation on the constitution of the ASAB). 

Some questions are attached which the Task Force intends to present for open discussion at the 

Council meeting in Los Angeles. 

 

A route map is set out below to put these proposals into the context of the strategic objective of 

medium convergence. 

Route Map 

The task force believes that the three options presented in their February discussion paper can be 

reconfigured as a series of incremental steps along an “evolutionary journey”. At any stage, IAA 

Council can decide to move forward faster, to slow down or to stop. The following route map is 

offered for consideration. The task force is proposing that Step 1 should be taken at 1 January 

2013 and Step 2 at 1 January 2014. No recommendations are being made at this stage for the 

future timing of any later steps. 

Step 1: IASSC becomes the Actuarial Standards Committee, reporting to the EC. 

Step 2: Formation of ASAB (Actuarial Standards ADVISORY Board) – includes non-actuaries 

as well as actuaries; appointed by IAA Council; no decision-making powers, only advisory. 

Step 3: Replace ASAB with ASOB (Actuarial Standards OVERSIGHT Board) – includes non-

actuaries as well as actuaries; appointed by IAA Council; responsible for ensuring that due 

process has been followed, but otherwise no decision-making powers. 

Step 4: Replace Actuarial Standards Committee with IAABAS (IAA Board for Actuarial 

Standards) – part of IAA Committee structure: includes small number of non-actuaries; 

appointed by IAA Council; responsible for determining priorities for development of new 

standards and for final approval of standards (these responsibilities previously held by IAA 

Council). 

Step 5: Replace IAABAS with IBAS (International Board for Actuarial Standards) – 

Independent of IAA committee structure; includes small number of non-actuaries; appointed by 

ASOB; same responsibilities as IAABAS. 

TFPSIAS 30.04.2012 

 


