
Final – June 12, 2008 

Subcommittee on Actuarial Standards  
Dublin – October 25, 2007 

Minutes 
 
 

Attendees: Yutaka Amino (Japan), Felix Arias Bergadà (Spain), Thomas Behar (France), Maja 
Benko (Slovenia), Ralph Blanchard (U.S.), Amy Bouska (U.S.), Carmel Mary Brennan (Ireland), 
Chris Carlson (U.S.), Mo Chambers (Canada), David Congram (Co-Chair Subcommittee, 
Canada), Mary Downs (U.S.), Stefan Engeländer (Germany), Mark Freedman (U.S.), Sam 
Gutterman (Chair of Insurance Accounting Committee, U.S.), William Hines (U.S.), Stephen 
Humphreys (Canada), Burt Jay (U.S.), Steven Lehmann (U.S.), Jose Luis Lobera Topete 
(Mexico), Greg Martin (Australia), Bob Miccolis (U.S.), Jim Milholland (U.S.), Yoshio 
Nakamura (Japan), John Poole (India), Thomas Ringsted (Denmark), Francis Ruygt (Co-Chair of 
Subcommittee, The Netherlands), Masaaki Shigehara (Japan), Henry Siegel (U.S.), Lisa Simpson 
(Australia), Piotr Szlenk (Poland), Peter Withey (South Africa), Makoto Yasunaka (Japan), 
Hideyuki Yoshida (Japan), Masaaki Yoshimura (Japan), Igor Zoric (Serbia), Jesus Zuñiga 
(Mexico). 
 
David Congram and Francis Ruygt chaired the meeting and after introductions the minutes of the 
Mexico City meeting of April 15, 2007 were approved as drafted. The agenda was accepted, with 
the topic of Stochastic Modeling project discussion deferred until later in the week as part of a 
joint meeting with the Committee on Insurance Accounting (see the minutes of the Committee 
regarding that item).  
 
Activity Report 
The September Subcommittee activity report was introduced.  No comments were received, as 
most of the projects included were on the current meeting's agenda. It was indicated that it was 
hoped that the current activity report would be posted each month.      
 
IASP Working Drafts 
Business Combinations.  The revised working draft was not distributed in sufficient time for the 
subcommittee to discuss its details.  Jim Milholland led the discussion of the significant changes, 
which primarily related to the addition of actuarial measurement advice, regarding certain 
common practices, particularly those under U.S. GAAP that were generally applicable.  The 
major thrust was generally agreed to by those present.  However, it was noted that the IASB was 
about to come out (the currently schedule is that is due by the end of October) with a revised 
version of IFRS 3 covering business combinations.  It was decided that necessary references and 
updates would be developed by about two weeks after the revised IFRS 3 becomes available.  It 
was also suggested that the various identifiable intangibles not to double count expected future 
cash flows.   
 
A copy will be provided to the Actuarial Standards Board (U.S.) for editorial review prior to 
dissemination to the subcommittee.  The revised version, including a marked up version 
indicating changes from the initial exposure draft, would be distributed to the subcommittee, 
who will be given about two – three weeks, in the early-mid December time period, allowing a 
re-exposure to the IAA members and other interested parties for four months.  The objective is to 



have a revised version ready for a vote at the June 2008 Quebec City meeting – this will likely be 
tight, as an (almost final) version is needed no later than 30 days in advance of that meeting, with 
a fairly close to final version 60 days. 
 
Disclosure. The revised working draft was not distributed in sufficient time for the subcommittee 
to discuss its details.  Sam Gutterman led the discussion, indicating that the major changes were 
made in response to changes in IFRS 7 that came out subsequent to the initial exposure of this 
proposed IASP.  In addition, parts were reorganized, certain sections had been deleted and others 
added.  Ralph Blanchard indicated that in the P&C area, two items should be added into the re-
exposure draft: treatment of multiple currencies and of acquisitions/sales during the historical 
period which made inter-period comparison non-useful.  Ralph indicated that he would provide 
brief discussions of these issues shortly.  It was decided that due to the changes made, it would 
be worthwhile to re-expose this potential IASP.  
 
A version with changes tracked since initial exposure would be distributed to the subcommittee 
shortly after this meeting, for final input.  A copy will also be provided to the Actuarial 
Standards Board (U.S.) for editorial review prior to re-exposure.  About a month would be 
provided, so that this could be distributed with the Business Combinations re-exposure.  The four 
month exposure period would permit comments regarding lessons learned from the second year 
of application of IFRS 7 in many countries, for a goal to obtain approval at the Quebec City 
meeting. 
 
IASP Management 
Proposed change in IASP Due Process 
The document that will be discussed by both the Professionalism Committee and Council later in 
the week was discussed.  David Congram gave a brief overview of the proposal, that is, moving 
to a two class of "standards" approach: International Actuarial Standards of Practice and 
International Actuarial Notes (IAN), the latter of which would be primarily of an educational 
nature.  If agreement was reached, the proposal would be adopted in Quebec in June 2008.  The 
subcommittee had an extensive amount of discussion, addressing the following points: 
• Bob Miccolis expressed the view that class 2 standards could serve a function of a 

standardized approach that could be followed by individual actuaries who chose to do so, 
while not being expected to be endorsed by IAA member organizations.  After thorough 
discussion, it was felt that the new IASP category might be used both for IAA member 
association and individual actuary adoption if they so decide to do so. 
o Stefan indicated that the DAV was very much opposed to any mandatory standard, but 

might think favorable to one that used a standardized approach that an individual actuary 
could apply. 

• Several discussants felt somewhat uncomfortable with the use of the term "model", although 
there was general agreement with the concept, particularly in view of the fact that not all IAA 
member associations had the authority to issue standards themselves.    

• If adopted, the current IASPs would have to be reviewed to determine whether they should 
be an IASP or an IAN.  It was felt that most likely all but IASP 2, Actuarial Practice, would 
likely by an IAN, and that at least part of IASP 2 may be proposed to be a new model IASP.   

• Differing views were expressed as to whether there was a need for a stronger set of 
mandatory international standards – those in favor indicating that this would lead to 
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enhanced credibility of the profession and satisfy local needs, particularly with respect to 
multi-national insurers.  The view expressed was that capital markets needed such 
mandatorily applied standards and that the IASB and IAIS would expect some type of 
actuarial guidance (not interpretation of IASB standards) as to application to be made 
available.  

• Discussion of corporate governance with respect to the derivation of insurer liabilities was 
held.  In most jurisdictions, it is not the role of the actuary to set the amount of these 
liabilities, but rather it was the role of developing estimates that management or entity boards 
would make use of in their setting of liabilities, and that it was a typical role of actuaries or 
provide other advice to these decision-makers.   

 
Francis, David and Sam would attend the portion of the Professionalism Committee meeting that 
will be devoted to this topic.  
 
Website status 
The IAA website had been revised to present IASPs in an easy to use manner.  It was generally 
thought to have done well, with the following further suggestions: 
• An area for feedback and suggestions regarding the IASPs should be added. 
• A section of current developments (e.g., working drafts and status of current development 

efforts) should be added, available only to IAA members. 
• If the IAA develops different versions of the same standard, it may be necessary to keep an 

archived and dated version of the older IASP on the website due at least to transition 
purposes (and if an IASP is not longer valid, the date of its invalidity should be clearly 
indicated.  

• The IAA member association standards links may not be currently complete.  Each 
subcommittee members was encouraged to review this section and to update it as 
appropriate.  If another entity within a jurisdiction is responsible for one or more actuarial 
standards, it would also be appropriate to include that entity on this webpage.  

 
Translation status 
Spanish.  Jesus Zuñiga indicated that the Colegio had already prepared a preliminary version of 
IASP 2, 4 and 5.  They had exposed the version to their members, but had not received 
comments.  They have a technical committee charged with reviewing any translation.  Their goal 
is to have them all translated by the Quebec meeting.   
 
French.  An initial version of translation of IASP 1-8 had been performed, but the needed review 
has not yet been completed.  The French association was working on a translation of IASP 9-10 
now.  They have found the translation process to be quite difficult. 
 
Japanese.  The IAJ has translated all of the IASP as educational material.  They are not currently 
linked to the IAA website. 
 
German.  The DAV does not anticipate translating the IASPs into German, as their current 
members who need them can make use of the English versions.  
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General.  Translations of the IASPs will be on the standards portion of the website, and not the 
individual member link webpage.  
 
Planning for future IASPs 
Possible upgrade of current IASP 2 
 
According to current IAA due process, after two years in effect, a class 4 IASP could be 
reviewed in view of possibly upgrading it to a class 3 IASP.  The Subcommittee indicated at the 
time of adoption of IASP 2 that it intended to review it (and not the other IASPs) for possible 
upgrade in 2007. 
 
There was a mixed reaction to a possible upgrade.  Of those who expressed an opinion, Stefan 
indicated that he thought that the DAV would not be in favor of this, while Peter and Stephen 
indicated that their respective associations would be.  It was felt that the Subcommittee should 
further study this issue prior to the Quebec meeting, keeping the developments relating to Due 
Process in mind in the meantime.  
 
It was noted that (1) the Insurance Regulations and the Employee Benefits Committees were 
reviewing IASP 2 for possible modification in their areas of practice and (2) a large portion of 
IASP 2 did not deal specifically with insurance accounting and dealt more generally with 
actuarial practice.  As such, it might be useful to get a dialogue between the three committees, 
possibly involving the Professionalism Committee, to develop a common stem, with different 
applications.  This would be explored in subsequent meetings and would be brought up with the 
Professionalism Committee later in the week.  
 
Insurance Contracts Phase 2 
Lisa Simpson introduced the discussion of the preliminary early draft of a standard that might be 
applied to the revised insurance contract IFRS currently being discussed.  She highlighted the 
changes made from the previous version discussed at the Subcommittee's Mexico City meeting, 
e.g., eliminating most of the definitions currently included in the IASP Appendix, changing the 
"must"s to "should"s, and elimination of the Australian-specific material. 
 
Everyone agreed that it was appropriate to discuss on a direction basis the future IASPs that 
needed to develop for approval as soon after the IASB standard as possible.  We need to 
anticipate the changes that will be made. 
 
Whether the scope should address just insurance contracts or all products offered by insurers was 
discussed.  It was decided that it was too early to make a final decision, but initially it should be 
developed solely in response to the current IASB effort.  Parts of the current IASPs might be 
combined with the new developments though.  It was tentatively decided that it would apply in 
any cases in which actuaries were advising management or were providing an opinion or 
performing a peer review or audit function.  
 
It was suggested that it should start off with IFRS requirements in a descriptive manner, followed 
up with applicable actuarial guidance or education information.  It would be developed as if it 
would become a Model Standard.   
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It was felt that the following most likely would be covered: 
• Description of the accounting standards and guidance should mean to an actuary, including 

any synthesis needed or translation to actuary-speak. 
• Provide examples to better understand requirements. 
• Discussion of techniques that can be used to apply the IFRS. 
• No interpretation of the IFRS can be given (responsibility lies with IFRIC).  
• It was not decided whether a single large IASP or several topic-specific IASPs should be 

developed.  It was likely that there would be several different IASPs. 
• The interaction between this and current IASP 2, Actuarial Practice will need to be 

considered.  As mentioned earlier, IASP 2 might be split into two parts, including actuarial 
practice and actuarial applications.  

• Some discussion was held regarding whether we should aim for a single comprehensive 
standard or separate standards addressing different issues, although a master standard with an 
overview and roadmap of others was mentioned as another approach. 

• Concern was raised by Stefan if this would be a binding standard for all actuaries, 
particularly relating to whose has responsibility for accounting values in a financial report.  It 
was felt this was an issue that should be addressed in the due process review (e.g., the use of 
a model standard or actuarial note).  Under any current proposal, individual actuarial 
organizations can adapt this to their environment. 

• This document should lay claim as the material to go to in the area of valuation/measurement 
techniques. 

• A section with definitions of terms would not be needed in such a standard, as they would be 
included in a consolidated glossary.  

• The phrase "best estimate" should be avoided.  
• If Phase 2 turns out to be a joint IASB/FASB project, further discussions with the AAA 

would be warranted as to how the efforts should interrelate. 
 
Lisa and her group will continue to enhance this as the process of developing an IFRS standard 
proceeds.    
 
Stochastic modeling monograph 
The RFP for development of our stochastic modeling monograph was distributed since the 
Mexico City meeting.  Three proposals were received, that had been subject to review by the ad 
hoc committee overseeing this project.  It was decided that discussion of the proposals received 
on the writing of proposed stochastic modeling monograph would be discussed in a joint meeting 
of the Subcommittee and the parent committee.  Notes from that meeting will be included in the 
Committee minutes for the Dublin meeting.  
 
Next meeting 
The next scheduled meeting of the Subcommittee is in Quebec City, Canada in May 2008. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Sam Gutterman 


