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ACTUARIAL STANDARDS BOARD (ASB) MEETING NO 99 
APRIL 17, 2019 

TORONTO, ONTARIO 
9:30 A.M. – 5:30 P.M. 

 

Present: Nathalie Bégin  
Elizabeth Boulanger  
Stephen Cheng 
Steve Easson (vice-chair, Standards and Guidance Council) 
Conrad Ferguson, chair  
Alexis Gerbeau (by phone) 
Mario Marchand  
Josephine Marks, vice-chair  
Geoffrey Melbourne  
Simon Nelson 
Rebecca Rycroft  
Faisal Siddiqi, ex officio  
Michel Simard, ex oficio 

Staff: Lynn Blackburn (joined at 10:30 a.m.), Josée Racette 

Guests: Steve Bocking for item 6a; Trevor Howes for item 6d; Sharon Giffen for item 8; 
Mario Robitaille for item 12; all at the invitation of the chair. The following Actuarial 
Standards Oversight Council (ASOC) members also joined for item 99.18: Michel 
Benoit (chair), Phelim Boyle, John Carter, Philip Howell, Anne Kleffner, Raymond 
Léger, Winston Maharaj, Wendy Mizuno, and Susan Philpott. 

99.1 Approval of Agenda 

Conrad Ferguson opened the meeting and welcomed everyone. He briefly introduced Simon 
Nelson, the newest member of the ASB. Simon added a few details concerning his experience. 

It was noted that the motion in item 2 should read “meeting No 98”. The agenda was approved 
as amended. 

The review of the comments on ISAP 4 was added to the agenda. 

99.2 Previous Minutes 

The minutes from the March 5, 2019 meeting were reviewed. The following was noted:  

• Under 98.8, the word “not” should not appear in the mandate for the review of part 
4000. 

Motion: That the minutes of ASB meetings N° 98 held on March 5, 2019 be 
approved as amended. 

Carried 

99.3 E-mail Votes 

There were no e-mail votes since the last meeting. 
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99.4 Disbanding Designated Groups (DGs) and Working Groups (WGs) 

There was one designated group or working group to be disbanded.  

Motion: That the Designated Group on Minor Revisions to Part 1000 be disbanded with 
thanks. 

Carried 

99.5 Review of Action Items 

Revised mandate for the DG on the Role of the AA in the Context of IFRS 17 with the DG 
Completed.  

Request for funding for face-to-face meeting of DG3500 
Completed and approved. 

Request for research to the Research Council 
Will de done. 

Reach out to potential chairs of the three DGs on the review of part 3000 
On the agenda for this meeting. 

Ask one or two individuals whether they agree to serve on a different DG 
On the agenda for this meeting. 

Reach out to the Pension Section of the Canadian Bar Association to recruit a pension lawyer 
Ongoing. 

Promulgation of URR: verify starting point 
Completed. 

Recruit members to serve on DG on the Quinquennial Review of Part 4000 
On the agenda for this meeting. 

ASB Guidelines for DGs 
On the agenda for this meeting. 

Follow up with PPFRC on the status of the response to Retraite Québec 
Completed. 

Replace Dave Pelletier as ASB representative on Standard-Setters Round Table (SSRT) (standing 
item): 

Dave has agreed to remain as the ASB representative until the end of 2019. There are changes in 
structure being discussed at the International Actuarial Association (IAA). 

Identify major inconsistencies in the standards across practices (standing item) 

It will be handled as part of the quinquennial review of standards. 

99.6 Reports from Designated Groups (DGs) 

a) Promulgation of URR and Stochastic Calibration Criteria 
Steve Bocking joined the meeting for this item and provided a brief overview of the process 
that led to the preparation of the draft initial communication. The DG was tasked with 
updating the work with two years of historical data and determine the new URR. 
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Steve indicated that the impact is greater on the medium-term. He also indicated that it may 
be the last update before the implementation of IFRS 17 (it would be aggressive if it were 
reviewed next year, and it would not make much sense to update in 2021 for only one year). 

The DG unanimously agreed to a decrease of 15 basis points. The recommendation had been 
discussed with the Committee on Life Insurance Financial Reporting (CLIFR) and the 
Committee on the Appointed/Valuation Actuary (AA Committee). 

A few questions were answered. He mentioned that CLIFR is working on an educational note 
on discount rate under IFRS 17. The current intent would be to publish in an educational note 
rather than promulgate. The regulator has expressed a preference for a narrowing of the 
range of practice. 

There was a discussion on the potential for the disruption of the focus of quarterly financial 
report calls by insurers as a result of the release of this Initial Communication. It was decided 
that the implications were not sufficiently important to the various publics to warrant a delay 
of the publication. 

The ASB thanked the DG for all its work. 

Motion: That the Initial Communication of Updated Promulgations of the Ultimate 
Reinvestment Rates and Calibration Criteria for Stochastic Risk-Free Interest 
Rates in the Standards of Practice for the Valuation of Insurance Contract 
Liabilities: Life and Health (Accident and Sickness) Insurance (Subsection 2330) be 
approved for release as presented, with a comment deadline of May 31, 2019, 
and that the chairperson of the designated group, in consultation with the Head 
Office, be authorized to make any necessary editorial corrections (e.g., spelling, 
punctuation, format, grammar, cross-references) prior to its release. 

Carried by at least 2/3 of members 

b) IFRS 17 

The DG is still waiting for direction from the ASB on whether any promulgations will be 
required under IFRS 17. 

The DG will also look at the guidance being prepared by CLIFR. 

c) General Review (other than mortality) for Sections 3500 & 4500 

Conrad Ferguson reported that the DG is still reviewing the 28 submissions received following 
the publication of the revised exposure draft. The comments indicate general support for the 
direction of the proposed changes. 

For target benefit plans (TBP), the wording related to margins and provisions for adverse 
deviations (MfAD and PfAD) might need to be reviewed given the varying legislative 
requirements by jurisdiction. 

It appears that there will be no need to reissue an exposure draft. The DG hopes to present 
the final standards at the June ASB meeting. There will be some changes from the revised 
exposure draft. If the final standards are approved in June, there are differing views among 
the DG members and commenters about what the implementation date should be. It is felt 
that five or six months might not be sufficient to adjust administration systems. 
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d) IFRS 17 and the Role of the Actuary in the IFRS 17 Context  

Trevor Howes joined the meeting for this item. He presented the revised mandate and 
timeline. He indicated that the DG will be considering whether the actuary should opine on 
the sufficiency or appropriateness of reserves. The DG will look at both life and P&C. 

There are two unattractive options: 

• Accept the loss of role; 
• Push to retain a stronger role (the opinion would require a second calculation), which 

nobody wants. 

The DG feels that a discussion with the Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions 
(OSFI) would be beneficial. 

The DG intends to publish a notice of intent (NOI) (looking at sections 2230 and 2500 DCAT) 
prior to the AA Seminar. A starting point will be to look at the exposure drafts for IFRS 17 and 
DCAT/ORSA. 

Motion: That the mandate of the Designated Group on the Role of the Appointed Actuary 
in the Context of IFRS 17 be approved as follows: 
Review existing guidance related to the responsibilities of the 
Appointed/Valuation Actuary (both Canada and Quebec; both life & health and 
property & casualty) and identify and recommend any changes required as a 
result of IFRS 17. In particular: 

• Develop appropriate wording for the opinions of the AA in the context of 
IFRS 17 and recommend consequent changes to Standards of Practice. 

• Review the need for supplementary guidance for:  
o providing the opinions, e.g., as related to income statement items that 

are no longer restricted to the change in liabilities and coordination 
with the role of the accountant; 

o participating and adjustable opinions, DCAT, peer review, and capital 
adequacy opinions (LICAT/MCT/BAAT/ESCAP); and 

o applicability of guidance (205122) and use of actuarial judgement 
(206147). 

Carried 

e) Integration of DCAT/ORSA 

The Committee on Property and Casualty Insurance Financial Reporting (PCFRC) and the AA 
Committee are each preparing a response. The DG has received no comments to date. 

f) Peer Review 
Geoffrey Melbourne reported that the DG received five responses (four from individuals and 
one from the Committee on Actuarial Evidence). There are some requests for clarification (for 
example, why were some paragraphs deleted?). One of the reasons for deleting paragraphs is 
because it was felt that the Rules of Professional Conduct do not belong in the standards. 

A few minor edits were suggested. 

The ASB decided on an effective date of July 1, 2019. 
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Motion: That the Revisions to Sections 1400 and 1500 of General Standards of Practice 
(Part 1000) be approved for release as presented, with an effective date of July 
1, 2019 and early implementation permitted, and that the chairperson of the 
designated group, in consultation with the Head Office, be authorized to make 
any necessary editorial corrections (e.g., spelling, punctuation, format, grammar, 
cross-references) prior to its release. 

Carried by at least 2/3 of members 

g) Mortality Improvement Scale for Commuted Values Purposes 

Geoffrey Melbourne reported that to date, the DG received seven submissions. The 
comments received reflect the controversial nature of this file. Three submissions reported a 
general agreement with the direction, while four are opposed. 

The DG must now debate whether the direction is still appropriate (a technical issue also 
requires further discussion). The Canada Pension Plan will perform a valuation in 2019. 
Should the ASB wait until the report is published to see what the ultimate improvement rate 
is? 

Other questions raised: should the MI scale for life be updated? Should the ASB promulgate 
the MI scale for financial condition testing (FCT)? The ASB still feels that it would be difficult 
to justify using different mortality improvement scales for pensions and life insurance but will 
await the report and recommendations of the DG before reaching final conclusion. 

h) Pension Stochastic Models 
Conrad Ferguson excused himself for the discussion on this item. 

Mario Marchand reported that the DG received seven submissions. He then presented the 
final standards. He briefly reported on the long process that led to these final standards. He 
reiterated that the purpose of them is the disclosure of inputs and outputs so the user can 
better understand the outcome. At the end, there needs to be a certification from the 
actuary about the process he/she used. 

The main changes from the exposure draft are more appropriate terminology and 
clarification of the disclosure items. The DG considers them to be minor changes.  

The DG changed the title to limit the applicability to conform with the original intent. 

A few minor edits were suggested. The ASB agreed that the effective date should be July 1, 
2019. 

Motion: That the Final Standards – Addition of New Subsection 3270 to the Practice-
Specific Standards for Pension Plans – Disclosure for Stochastic Models Used for 
the Purposes of Certification of Pension Plan Funding Requirements be approved 
for release as presented, with an effective date of July 1, 2019 and early 
implementation permitted, and that the chairperson of the designated group, in 
consultation with the Head Office, be authorized to make any necessary editorial 
corrections (e.g., spelling, punctuation, format, grammar, cross-references) prior 
to its release. 

Carried by at least 2/3 of members 
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i) Benefit Security 
Faisal Siddiqi reported that at the March ASB meeting, DG members were allocated to three 
different DGs to perform the overall quinquennial review of part 3000. It had been decided 
that follow up should take place as there were too many people allocated to the DG on 
benefit security. 

Faisal indicated that three individuals from PBI will now join the team, one on each DG. Chairs 
were recruited for each DG, as follows: 

• James Koo – DG on Benefit Security 
• Dani Goraichy – DG on Stress Testing 
• Charly Pazdor – DG on the review of part 3000. 

Motions: That James Koo be appointed as chair and that Stephen Butterfield be appointed 
as a member of the Designated Group on Benefit Security, effective April 17, 
2019. 

 That Dani Goraichy be appointed as chair and that Pierre Bergeron and Patrick 
Provost (replacing Nicolas Hakim) be appointed as members of the Designated 
Group on Stress Testing, effective April 17, 2019. 

 That Charly Pazdor be appointed as chair and that Haripaul Pannu and Riley St. 
Jacques be appointed as members of the Designated Group on the Full Review of 
Part 3000, effective April 17, 2019. 

Carried 

Information: Riley St. Jacques is moving from the DG on Benefit Security to the DG on the Full 
Review of Part 3000. 

It is probably reasonable to expect a notice of intent for each of these DGs by the end of the 
summer. 

j) Meaningful Stress Testing 
See item 6i. 

k) Review of Part 3000 
The DG will organize a webcast to inform the members (likely this summer). 

l) Quinquennial Review of Part 4000 
Faisal provided a brief overview of the process followed to recruit members for this DG. He 
relied on a list of potential candidates from the Head Office, as well as names suggested by 
Jamie Jocsak. 

Based on the mandate agreed to at the last meeting, the group developed a one-page 
document to help with recruiting. 

The group is hoping to suggest names for appointment by the ASB at its June meeting. 

99.7 Discussion on IFRS 17 

The ASB reviewed a summary document prepared by Conrad Ferguson. It is proposed that the 
discussion with ASOC address five questions, as follows: 

• What is the role and duty of ASB? To what extent can ASB have a meaningful influence?  
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• What are the options available to ASB to balance the need for international comparability 
and competitiveness and the very important need to ensure that policyholders are 
protected? 

• What are the challenges with imposing standards versus using educational notes? Will 
outcomes be different? Is it acceptable to take the educational note route with action on 
Standards only if it proves necessary? 

• What about focusing on Standards for capital adequacy? Is this a viable route? 
• Where should focus of ASB be? Valuation standard, role of AA, capital adequacy? All of 

the above? 

In the case of workers’ compensation, the biggest issue is contract boundary. In practice, they 
are long-term contracts with a rate determined annually. Conrad will be meeting with the CFOs 
of the workers’ compensation boards to discuss this issue. If IFRS 17 is strictly applied and the 
contract boundary is long, then assets = liabilities, likely at all times which presents some 
challenges in terms of usefulness. 

On the P&C side, there are not many onerous contracts. The methodology for calculations would 
be similar. However, there are differences related to the discount rate. 

On the life side, there might be a need to promulgate the discount rate. 

Concerns have been expressed to ASB by regulators about the potential range of practice. 

99.8 Governance 

Sharon Giffen joined the ASB for this item. She started by explaining the rationale for splitting the 
governance review into two phases. Phase 1 incorporated the changes that were not 
controversial and that could be implemented rather easily. Other changes were relegated to 
phase 2 to allow more time for consultation and to ensure things were done right. 

The restructuring was initiated on the recommendation of a governance consultant with two 
objectives: the profession would benefit from public oversight of its “regulatory-like” functions 
and ensuring we uphold what we say we do. 

The changes from the original proposal include the addition of the discipline process (previously 
under the Committee on Professional Conduct – being renamed) under the new Actuarial 
Profession Oversight Board (APOB) (replacing the Actuarial Standards Oversight Council). 

Qualifications involve the initial qualification and ongoing qualification. Given that there is not an 
important public interest aspect to initial qualification, it will be the responsibility of the 
Education and Qualification Council (EQC) (previously the Education and Eligibility Council). 

The ASB is least impacted by the changes of phase 2 (except the recruitment of DG members). 
The SGC will be renamed Actuarial Guidance Council (AGC). 

Members will be asked to ratify the changes to the Bylaws and the Rules of Professional Conduct 
during the Annual General Meeting to be held via webcast on June 14. 

Most current ASOC members have expressed a willingness to continue serving on the APOB. The 
APOB will be asked to oversee the monitoring of compliance to the continuing professional 
development (CPD) requirements. 

Some minor edits were suggested to the proposed Bylaws wording. 

Conrad Ferguson thanked Sharon for the update. 
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99.9 Review of ASB Guidelines for Designated Groups 

Josephine Marks reported that the working group made minor changes to the document based 
on the discussion at the last ASB meeting. As previously indicated, the working group developed 
an internal operational document and reviewed the formal ASB guidelines. The changes made 
were as follows: 

• Internal document: added more clarity on the role of the ASB liaison and the expectation 
of DG chairs to attend meetings; and 

• Formal guidelines: added some wording related to the role of regulatory members on 
designated groups, linking to the CIA Guidelines on Regulatory Representatives and Other 
Regulator Employees’ Participation on CIA Committees. 

The revised guidelines do not need to be presented to ASOC for approval (ASOC will be 
informed). 

Some edits were suggested to the internal document, namely to the section on recruitment to 
align with the new CIA structure (recruitment is the responsibility of the Standards and Guidance 
Council (SGC)) as the CIA wishes to retain some measure of oversight over the work of its 
volunteers.  

Motion: That the ASB internal guideline for DG creation and management be approved, as 
amended. 

Carried 

Given that the ASB members did not have a chance to read the document prior to the meeting, it 
was decided that the guidelines will be submitted to the ASB for formal approval at the June ASB 
meeting. 

99.10 PPFRC Response to Retraite Québec 
Conrad Ferguson indicated that the latest response did provide a valid response and that ASB 
does not need to change standards at this time. Mario Marchand reported having discussions 
with Retraite Québec on this topic to try to clarify what they are looking for. 

99.11 Webcasts 
A webcast on the review of part 3000 will be organized once the work of the three DG has 
started. 

99.12 ISAP 6 
Mario Robitaille joined the ASB for this item. He indicated that a little over a year ago, the IAA 
released ISAP 6 Enterprise Risk Management Programs and IAIS Insurance Core Principles. The 
Enterprise Risk Management Practice Committee (ERMPC) had been asked to review the 
standard and make a recommendation to the ASB as to whether it should be integrated into 
Canadian standards of practice. 

Mario provided a brief overview of the committee’s mandate and some of the activities it is 
involved with in developing guidance (develop a document to ensure common language and 
practices, then develop practice-oriented documents). 

Other committee projects involve the development of an ERM booklet, composed of 
approximately 10 articles written by ERM practitioners on hot topics. The committee also 
maintains a resources page on the CIA website. 
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There seems to be some degree of overlap between ERMPC’ mandate and that of the Committee 
on Risk Management and Capital Requirements (CRMCR). There was discussion between the two 
committees. Although there is no regular contact between the two committees, there is contact 
on specific topics. The potential need for a liaison was briefly discussed. It was felt that the SGC 
and the PDC have (or will) establish proper channels of communication. 

ERMPC set up a working group tasked with reviewing ISAP 6. It felt that the standards promote 
general principles and that it would be beneficial to adopt ISAP 6. The group, in coming up with 
its recommendation, considered whether actuaries would be at a disadvantage if subjected to 
standards of practice in the ERM field. In the end, the group felt that actuaries would benefit 
from a clarification of the language and position the actuary well in the marketplace. The CIA 
needs a presence in that field. 

“Canadianize” or not? The group felt that a few adjustments would be required but that it should 
not be overly difficult to accomplish.  

One thing to keep in mind is that ISAP 6 is insurance specific. 

The committee feels that it would have sufficient time to develop the needed guidance if ISAP 6 
were to be adopted. 

Based on ERMPC’s recommendation, the ASB decided to add ISAP 6 to its work plan and to set up 
a DG on ISAP 6. 

99.13 ASB Liaison Roles to Practice Committees 
Under the previous CIA structure, the ASB had appointed a number of liaisons to various practice 
committees. However, most of these committees are now reporting to a different council. The 
ASB discussed whether there is a continued need for an ASB liaison with the committees not 
reporting to the SGC. 

Faisal Siddiqi reported that under the new structure, four committees report to the SGC, namely: 

• Committee on Life Insurance Financial Reporting (CLIFR); 
• Committee on Property and Casualty Insurance Financial Reporting (PCFRC); 
• Committee on Pension Plan Financial Reporting (PPFRC); and 
• Committee on Risk Management and Capital Requirements (CRMCR). 

He also mentioned that following a conversation with the chair of the Practice Development 
Council (PDC), any guidance developed by a committee reporting to the PDC will be submitted to 
the SGC for approval. 

As a result, it was felt that liaisons to the four committees mentioned above will be appointed at 
the next ASB meeting. The liaisons will not be expected to attend the committee meetings. Their 
role is to keep up-to-date on the activities of those committees and provide feedback to and 
from ASB as and when required. 

99.14 CIA Syllabus Review 
The ASB received an invitation from the CIA to participate in the CIA syllabus review. The ASB 
considered the request and decided that it is outside the scope of its mandate. 

99.15 Report on Recent/Upcoming Meetings 
Faisal Siddiqi reported on the SGC meetings from March 12 and April 10. The following was 
noted: 
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April 10 meeting: 

• A draft educational note on risk adjustment, prepared by CLIFR, was reviewed. 
• The SGC approved an educational note supplement on the calibration of stochastic risk-

free interest rate models for use in CALM valuation. 
• CRMCR provided an update on its plans, priorities, and activities. 

March 12 meeting: 

• The chair of CLIFR provided an update on the various draft educational notes being 
developed. 

• PCFRC provided an update on IFRS 17 activities. 
• The Task Force to Update Guidance provided an update. Chaired by Helmut Engels, it 

aims to review current guidance and update the various references to the standards, as 
appropriate, along with other housekeeping changes. A second phase will involve a 
review of the guidance to ensure it conforms with IFRS 17 (in conjunction with the 
practice committees). 

Geoffrey Melbourne reported on the CAPSA meeting held on April 8, 2019. There were five 
agenda items. He reported that many stakeholders do not quite understand the difference 
between the role of the CIA and that of the ASB. CAPSA is in the process of setting up a meeting 
with their standard committee (it will invite both ASB and PPFRC representatives). It is hoped 
that it will improve their understanding of ASB and CIA roles. 

The two items that generated the most discussion were assumptions for termination expenses 
and benefit security. 

Meetings with the Autorité des marchés financiers and Retraite Québec will take place next 
week. 

99.16 Future Meetings 
The ASB considered its intended upcoming meeting schedule as follows: 

June 11 – 9:30 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
NEW 
September 10, 2019 – 9:30 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 
December 3, 2019 – 9:30 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. 

99.17 Other ASB Business 

The ASB reviewed the submission prepared by the CIA, in conjunction with the DG on IFRS 17. No 
changes are being requested by ASB and it is supportive of the submission in principle (although 
the ASB did not formally “approve” it). 

Conrad Ferguson raised an issue about policies “sold” versus policies “issued” (or possibly 
policies “provided”) in the workers’ compensation context. The ASB concluded that the policies 
sold terminology was used elsewhere in IFRS documentation so it was best to leave it as is. 

99.18 Joint ASB/ASOC Meeting 
ASOC members joined the ASB for a joint session covering two main topics – 1) IFRS 17; and 2) 
Challenges faced during the review of section 3500 – Commuted Values. Brief introductions were 
made. 
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IFRS 17 
Josephine Marks presented some background remarks to the effect that the ASB’s thinking on 
this topic is still evolving. The implementation of IFRS 17 represents a major shift, both in Canada 
and globally. 

From a standards perspective, our standards on financial reporting will match with the 
international standards. That being said, there are other pieces that the ASB needs to think 
about, namely: 

• What is the role and duty of ASB? To what extent can ASB have a meaningful influence?  
• What are the options available to ASB to balance the need for international comparability 

and competitiveness and the very important need to ensure that policyholders are 
protected? 

• What are the challenges with imposing standards versus using educational notes? Will 
outcomes be different? Is it acceptable to take the Educational Note route with action on 
Standards if it proves necessary? 

• What about focusing on Standards for capital adequacy? Is this a viable route? 
• Where should focus of ASB be? Valuation standard, role of AA, capital adequacy? All of the 

above? 

Expansion: the ASB must decide whether it will continue to rely on promulgations or educational 
notes to narrow the range of practice. 

The actuary still has a role to play in the preparation of financial statement and the opinions 
(although the tone and content might need to change). Some of the key areas are related to 
financial condition reporting and discount rate. 

IFRS 17 is a standard that was developed by accountants; the measurement approach is defined 
but the range of allowed practice is broad, which could lead to results that may not be consistent 
from entity to entity. 

A discussion took place where a number of questions were answered, such as: 

• The role of the appointed actuary (AA), a situation unique to Canada, and the approach to 
resolve it while protecting the public interest. 

• Signing off on financial statements: attempts are being made to ensure it all works with 
only one set of financial statements. No attempts have been made to modify the 
Insurance Companies Act. 

• Dynamic Capital Adequacy testing (DCAT): applicable to both life and P&C. A concern was 
raised about the potential negative impact. 

What is the ASB doing? 

The ASB set up a DG on IFRS 17, focused on ISAP 4. The issue: is it best to rely on promulgations 
or on educational notes to narrow the range of practice? 

The ASB also set up a DG on the Role of the Actuary in the Context of IFRS 17: the opinion is 
expected to be different. 

Capital adequacy: the CIA is developing educational notes (cross-pollination of membership 
between the various groups to ensure consistency). Objective is to strike the right balance to 
satisfy regulators and retain one set of books. 



12 
 

Commuted Values 

This is the second time that this standard is reviewed. In each instance, the process took four 
years. It is becoming increasingly difficult as jurisdictions are moving away from solvency funding 
and given the range of plans allowed today. 

The proposed standards will make two distinctions: old commuted value calculation for plans 
with full guarantee, and a commuted value calculation for target benefit plans (TBP) (no 
guarantee). The DG is reviewing comments and it seems that there probably will be no need to 
re-expose as comments received expressed general support with the direction. 

The DG is recommending that research be conducted to provide experience data on pension take 
up date for deferred pensioners. Conrad feels the CIA should broaden the research and take a 
leadership position by assessing all implications of the various scenarios and develop a paper to 
help guide the next review and help pension regulators to consider ways to align transfer values 
to the objectives underlying the wide range of pension plan designs. 

Mortality improvement is an issue. The comments received following the publication of an initial 
communication were not very favourable. 

Marriage breakdown: A DG is being created (appointments are expected to be made in June), 
hoping for a level of consistency. 

There being no other business, the meeting concluded at 5:25 p.m. The next scheduled meeting 
of the ASB will take place on June 11, 2019 in Toronto. 

 


