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ACTUARIAL STANDARDS BOARD (ASB) MEETING NO 92 
APRIL 24, 2018 

TORONTO, ONTARIO 
9:30 A.M. – 6:15 P.M. 

 

Present: Elizabeth Boulanger 
Stephen Cheng 
Steve Easson, ex officio  
Conrad Ferguson, chair 
Alexis Gerbeau  
Mario Marchand 
Josephine Marks, vice-chair (absent between 11:00 am and noon) 
Geoffrey Melbourne 
Rebecca Rycroft (left at 1:50 p.m.) 
Faisal Siddiqi, ex officio (joined at 4:00 p.m.) 
Michel Simard, ex officio 
Tony Williams 

Staff: Lynn Blackburn (joined at 4:00 p.m.), Josée Racette 

Guests: Nathalie Bégin for the entire meeting; Gavin Benjamin for item 6e, and Sharon 
Giffen for item 15; all at the invitation of the chair. The following Actuarial 
Standards Oversight Council (ASOC) members also joined for item 92.15: Michel 
Benoit (chair); John Carter, Philip Howell, Anne Kleffner, Raymond Léger, Winston 
Maharaj, Suzanne Michaud, Wendy Mizuno, Susan Philpott, and Tricia O’Malley. 

92.1 Approval of Agenda 

Conrad Ferguson opened the meeting and welcomed everyone, especially Nathalie Bégin, a P&C 
actuary who is not officially a member of the ASB but whose nomination is expected to be 
approved by ASOC, retroactive to April 1, 2018. Brief introductions of all ASB members were 
made. 

Four items were added to the agenda under Other business, as follows: 

• New standards on actuarial evidence published in the UK; 
• A special request on the interpretation of the standards; 
• Disclosure on commuted values (CV) (a request from a member of the public); and 
• The issue of gender (or lack of information about gender) in the context of pension plans. 

The agenda was approved as amended. 

One small clarification: the names of the ASB liaisons to practice committees have been added to 
the respective listservers. 

92.2 Previous Minutes 

The minutes from the last meeting were reviewed. One change was noted: 

• Item 91.6h (second bullet, second sentence): replace “constitute a reasonable 
compromise” by “adequately addresses the comments received during the consultation”. 
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Motion: That the minutes of ASB meeting N° 91 held on February 20, 2018 be 
approved as amended. 

Carried 

92.3 E-mail Votes 

There were no e-mail votes since the last meeting. 

92.4 Disbanding Designated Groups (DGs) and Working Groups (WGs) 

There was one designated group to be disbanded. Conrad thanked them all for their hard work. They 
managed to take their project to term quickly and efficiently. 

Motion: That the Designated Group on Life Insurance Capital Adequacy Test be disbanded 
with thanks. Carried 

92.5 Review of Action Items 

Quinquennial review of part 3000 

Mario Marchand will lead the discussion later in the meeting. 

Possibility of using Skype for holding meetings 

Head Office now has the necessary technology.  

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

Dave has agreed to remain as the ASB representative until the end of 2019. 

Potential overlap between the work of the two DG with regard to IFRS 17 

The issue has been addressed. 

Identify major inconsistencies in the standards across practices 

To be undertaken at a later date. 

92.6 Reports from Designated Groups (DGs) 

a) Peer Review 
Geoffrey Melbourne provided an overview of the exposure draft and memo to members. The 
following was noted: 
• The document had been reviewed by the ASB at its last meeting (no changes). It has 

now been translated and is ready for approval. 
• The DG is recommending the removal of certain sections from the standards, to move 

them to the Rules of Professional Conduct (RPC) (rules 3, 4, 5, and 8). There was a brief 
discussion on the process to be followed. 

• There is a need for an educational note. 
• Some edits were suggested. 
• Deadline for comments: July 15, 2018. 

Motion: That the Exposure Draft to Review Subsection 1530 of General Standards of 
Practice (Part 1000) be approved as presented, for release, 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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b) Pension Stochastic Models 

Mario Marchand reported that the DG is working on the exposure draft and expects to 
complete its work soon. The ASB would like to review the exposure draft at its June 2018 
meeting. 

c) Review of Part 5000 
Mario Marchand reported that the initiative is progressing well. The draft exposure draft is 
currently being reviewed by the Committee on Workers’ Compensation. It is expected that it 
will be ready for the June 2018 ASB meeting. 

It was noted that the DG on IFRS 17 will not be presenting new section 2800 (workers’ 
compensation) at this time. The ASB will first deal with the review of part 5000 before 
introducing the new section to avoid confusion on the part of the members. It is rather 
important to move as quickly as possible with IFRS 17 given all the work that still needs to be 
done by insurance companies before the expected effective date. 

In the case of workers’ compensation, it is expected that in terms of valuation methodology, 
it will be a discount rate change (therefore changes required to adapt are not as extensive). 

d) ISAP 3 
Three sets of comments were received (two firms (largely in favour) and one individual). The 
exposure draft will affect parts 3000 and 6000 (non-controversial changes) and will likely be 
presented to the ASB at its June meeting. 

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

Gavin Benjamin joined the ASB for this item. The following was noted: 
• The DG is still reviewing the comments and addressing the issues raised. It has dealt 

with all issues not related to target benefit arrangements (TBA). There was a lot of 
discussion but in the end, nothing major needs to be changed. Some of the issues 
discussed included commencement date (leave the standards as is but will likely 
suggest that the CIA conduct some research into the pension commencement pattern 
to assess if assumptions should be modified in the future), period for recomputation 
(no change from the exposure draft), etc. 

• The rationale for the spread used to calculate the discount rate will need to be better 
explained. 

• Due process for TBAs will be the focus of discussion over the next few weeks. 
• The decision to publish a revised exposure draft or move directly to the publication of 

final standards has yet to be made. 
• The DG will meet face-to-face in the next few weeks and expects the next publication 

to occur late June/early July. 

f) Integration of DCAT/ORSA 
Alexis Gerbeau reported that the DG is reviewing the standards one paragraph at the time. A 
first draft will be prepared and is expected to be ready later this year. The standards and the 
educational note will (likely) be reviewed. 

Motion: That Valerio Valenti be appointed as a member of the Designated Group on the 
Integration of DCAT/ORSA, effective immediately. Carried 
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For information: Lesley Thomson has resigned as a member of the Designated Group on the 
Integration of DCAT/ORSA and she leaves with thanks. 

g) Mortality Improvement Scale for Commuted Values Purposes 
Conrad Ferguson indicated that he has received an email from Geoffrey Melbourne stating 
that the group had met and is preparing a report. They have now completed their work. He 
also provided some additional background information on Paul Grant, FIA, a UK actuary 
(pension) who recently moved to Canada. He worked on pension mortality experience in the 
UK, is very familiar with the studies in that country and is very interested in joining this group. 

In 2017, new mortality improvement table (MI2017) was promulgated for life insurance 
purposes. The question is now whether we need to update the mortality improvement table 
for the pension practice. There are three possible options: CPMB, MI2017 as developed, and 
MI2017 amended. The DG feels that there should not be a change to the mortality 
improvement scale. 

The ASB strongly feels that there should be no inconsistencies between areas of practice 
unless there are strong reasons for doing so. The reasons provided by the DG were not 
sufficiently convincing for the ASB to accept the recommendation. 

It was decided to ask the DG to prepare an initial communication to obtain feedback. The 
timing of the changes, if any, will be coordinated with the changes to commuted values. 

The ASB should ensure that the next time this issue is reviewed, that it is a cross-practice 
review. 

Motion: That Geoffrey Melbourne be appointed as chair, and that Stephen Butterfield, 
Laurence Frappier, and Paul Grant be appointed as members of the Designated 
Group on Mortality Improvement Scale for Commuted Values Purposes, 
effective March 1, 2018. Carried 

h) IFRS 17 
Simon Curtis was unable to join the ASB for this item. The following was noted (with 
responses from the DG obtained after the end of the meeting): 

• Can the ASB send its comments to the IAA on ISAP 4? The DG anticipates that the ISAP 
4 working group would be amenable to changes that are corrections or refinements 
to improve the English usage and to reflect these in the final standard. 

• Was the use of should/would looked at to ensure consistency with the rest of our 
standards? Yes. 

• What is the intention of saying in 2210.04 that ‘The IFRS 17 risk adjustment for non-
financial risk is not considered to be a provision for adverse deviations as defined in 
section 1600? The conceptual underpinning of the IFRS 17 risk adjustment for non 
financial risk is different than that of a provision for adverse deviations. The IFRS 17 
risk adjustment is a measure of the ‘compensation that the entity requires for bearing 
the uncertainty about the timing and amount of the cash flows that arises from non-
financial risk’. Therefore it is limited to non financial risk, and it reflects the 
compensation that management requires (i.e., it is not the actuary’s assessment of 
the riskiness that is important), and is done in aggregate. A provision for adverse 
deviations also includes financial risk, and importantly, reflects the actuary’s 
assessment of appropriate margin for the uncertainty inherent in the cash flows, and 
is usually the sum of component margins rather than a direct aggregate calculation. 
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As such the guidance in section 1600 is not appropriate or relevant to the 
determination of an IFRS 17 risk adjustment. 

• There was a question about paragraph 2320.02 and the use of “recognition” and 
“derecognition”. 

• Some clarification as sought about current promulgations. The DG’s initial position will 
be to remove all promulgations since there is no similar reference to promulgations 
that it is aware of in other international actuarial standards supporting IFRS 17. The 
DG believes that the educational notes supporting IFRS 17 can be used to provide 
strong guidance if necessary to replace promulgations. Should this prove ineffective, 
the issue of use of promulgations in the standards could be re-visited later, however, 
this would introduce a unique “Canadian IFRS 17” result that would be different from 
IFRS 17 preparers. 

• An edit was suggested to the French version of the definition of intended user. 

92.7 Appointment of Liaisons 
The liaison to the Committee on Pension and Post-retirement Benefit Accounting Discount Rates 
is Conrad Ferguson. 

92.8 Non-Fixed Income Guidance 
The Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions (OSFI) and the Autorité des marchés 
financiers (AMF) have expressed concerns that the actuaries are too aggressive when 
establishing the assumptions relative to equity returns, especially the tax effect of the equity 
return assumption. Additional guidance will be provided in the Committee on Life Insurance 
Financial Reporting (CLIFR) Fall letter regarding the impact of taxes in the calculation of caps for 
assumed returns on NFI assets that lack reliable historical data and this guidance was provided to 
the ASB for information. 

The status of the OSFI and AMF representatives on CLIFR was briefly touched upon; it will be 
further discussed at the next Practice Council meeting. 

The ASB will get back to the regulators. Josephine Marks will draft a response to be reviewed by 
Alexis Gerbeau. 

92.9 Review of ASB Due Process 
Conrad Ferguson provided an update. He indicated that the group had gathered information 
from the U.S., the UK, Australia and others, including accounting standards boards to see how 
they do things. It was determined that they all have very similar processes in place and that the 
ASB due process doesn’t exhibit any major flaw. 
Among some of the changes/edits that will be proposed are: 

• A good introduction inspired by that of the Accounting Standards Board (principles of 
advancing public interest); 

• Additional details on how comments are addressed; 
• New paragraph and a table describing which process is used when;  
• Consultation: should the due process be exposed? 

The revised document will be presented to the ASB at its June meeting. 

92.10 Protecting the Public Interest 
A document from the UK on the protection of the public interest was reviewed. 
The general conclusion is that protecting the public interest is a process, not a destination. 



6 
 

Our standard process must be responsive to public interest. 
Dual roles of standards: constrain the exercise of judgment by individual actuaries to a 
reasonable range; and protect actuaries against inappropriate pressures from stakeholders 
(clients and employers). 
There was some discussion on what it means to protect the public interest in the context of 
pension plans. 

92.11 Webcasts 
No webcasts are currently planned. 

There will be a webcast on IFRS 17, as well as sessions at the CIA Annual Meeting. 

92.12 Report on Recent/Upcoming Meetings 
Conrad Ferguson reported on a meeting with CAPSA held in mid-April. He reported to them on 
the status of all the standards the ASB is currently reviewing. 
Conrad offered CAPSA the opportunity to have a participant on the DG to review Part 3000. 
There was also some discussion on some of the issues to be looked at in the context of the 
review. 
There was a fair debate on the issues raised by British Columbia concerning termination 
expenses. Québec and OSFI are also interested in this issue. 
A letter to regulators will be drafted to clarify the problem we are trying to solve. Québec, OSFI, 
Ontario, and British Columbia volunteered to help by providing data. 
 
There will be a meeting the last week of April with Retraite Québec and the Autorité des marchés 
financiers. Roles, responsibilities and expectations will be on the agenda. 

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

June 5, 2018 – 9:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. (Toronto) 
August 21, 2018 – Teleconference 
October 9, 2018 – Teleconference 
December 4, 2018 – 9:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. (Toronto) 

92.14 Other ASB Business 

Interpretation of actuarial standards 
A request was received by the chair of a practice committee about the interpretation of 
standards. After a discussion, it was determined that unless it is felt that a standard must be 
modified, this issue should be dealt with by the Practice Council. 

Actuarial Evidence Standards from the UK 
Conrad mentioned having received such standards and he will forward them to Stephen Cheng 
and the chair of the Committee on Actuarial Evidence. They will review it to see if there is 
anything new and worthy of consideration in Canada. 

Disclosure on commuted values 
Conrad receive a query as to whether there are disclosure standards for commuted values that 
the actuary must follow, particularly in terms of what is in the statement to plan members. 
Plan administrators do not necessarily follow actuarial disclosure standards. There are standards 
when the actuary submits a commuted value to the plan administrator, but the disclosure to plan 
members as part of pension plan administration is a regulatory issue. 
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Gender (in the context of pensions) 
This is not an urgent issue, but it will have to be addressed. What guidance would we provide to 
actuaries if there is insufficient data (which is a more generic manifestation of the plan member 
not providing gender info)? 
An attempt will be made to remove the references to gender in the standards and perhaps refer 
to biological sex as opposed to male/female. 

Discussion on the review of part 3000 in preparation for the ASB/ASOC joint session 
The ASB reviewed the various topics on the proposed agenda and summarized the thinking of 
the working group. 

92.15 Joint ASB/ASOC Meeting 
ASOC members joined the ASB for a joint session covering two main topics – 1) Quinquennial 
Review of Part 3000; and 2) CIA Governance Review. Brief introductions were made. 

Review of the Pension Standards 
Conrad Ferguson stated that the pension standards are due for their quinquennial review and 
the ASB intends to conduct an in-depth review. Regulations have changed: some plans now have 
fixed contributions, others share the risks, others only require a valuation on a going concern 
basis, etc. 
 
The topics for discussion were the following: 

• Who is our public? 
• Benefit security; 
• How to implement meaningful stress testing; 
• Fiduciary responsibility; 
• Identification of areas where education is needed; and 
• Role and interaction with regulators. 

ASOC and ASB members had a vibrant exchange of views.  

It was agreed that ASB’s primary public should be plan members and beneficiaries, in addition to 
plan sponsors, plan administrators, unions, and regulators. 

Role and interaction with regulators: we will require the collaboration of pension regulators and 
pension legislators. 

Benefit security: we need a common basis for the valuation of liabilities to appraise the level of 
security. 

It was generally agreed that the ASB is headed in the right direction. 

CIA Governance Review 
Sharon Giffen addressed the participants and presented phase 1 of the CIA restructuring plan. It 
should be noted that phase 1 will not affect ASOC. 

The goals of phase 2 are to introduce better efficiency and effectiveness in the work of the PC 
and ASB. In addition, it will aim to introduce public oversight of regulatory functions (who can call 
himself an actuary in Canada, professional conduct, etc.). There will also need to be the right 
level of independence and Board accountability. 

The current Practice Council (PC) will be split in two components: Standards and Guidance 
Council and the Practice Development Council. 
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She provided an overview of the main changes that would affect ASB and ASOC. The 
implementation of the phase 2 changes will likely not take place until July 2019. 

There was an interesting exchange. There remains a fair level of uncertainty about the workings 
of both entities under the proposed changes (phase 2), especially on the level of control over the 
designated groups. 

Conrad and Michel Benoit thanked Sharon for her presentation. 

There being no other business, the meeting concluded at 6:10 p.m. The next scheduled meeting 
of the ASB will take place on June 5, 2018 in Toronto. 
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List of Outstanding Action Items from this Meeting and Previous Meetings 
 
81.6 International Relations Council: Replace Dave Pelletier as the ASB representative on the SSRT when his mandate ends at the end 
of 2018. 

 
 

Item # Agenda # Topic Meeting 
Date 

Description Responsible Deadline 

1 74.17 Future Meetings Feb 2-
16 

The Head Office will investigate the 
possibility of using Skype (or other 
formats) to hold meetings. 

 
Head Office 

  

 


