
30 October 2003 

Sir David Tweedie  
International Accounting Standards Board 
30 Cannon Street 
London 
EC4M 6XH 

Dear Sir David, 

Exposure Draft 5: Insurance Contracts 

Amlin are pleased to comment on the International Accounting Standard Board’s (IASB's) 
Exposure Draft 5: Insurance Contracts, for phase 1. The enclosure details our views on the 
areas raised in the Draft. Please note that Amlin plc is a general insurer and our comments are 
therefore are limited to general insurance issues. 

We appreciate the importance and potential impact of the work completed by the 
IASB on this matter, and are strongly in support of the convergence philosophy. 

In respect of IAS as well as ED5, areas of concerns for us which we would like to highlight 
are as follows: 

1) Whilst we agree with the concept of providing information for clarity, we disagree with the
disclosure requirements of the Draft in respect of insurance contracts (paragraphs 26-29). We
agree with the principles regarding the disclosure of methodology but query the use of the
examples given in the guidance. Whilst recognising that the Implementation Guidance
accompanies, but does not form part of the standard some of the information would potentially
compromise commerciality. The disclosures detailed are intended to aid future investors, but
may not be in the best interest of existing investors. In this context, companies should be
allowed the flexibility to determine what is appropriate to disclose;

2) Fair value accounting: as noted in the enclosure, we would find it difficult to agree with such a
basis, whilst it is undefined. We do appreciate that the use of fair values is the general
direction in which the IASB aims to proceed. We would however, have preferred an
opportunity to consider and respond to



 
your proposals on this definition and approach prior to any commitment. Guidance at a 
timely stage would assist us in developing systems and approaches in order to provide 
required valuations. In the absence of this, we would suggest that fair value requirements are 
developed with phase II and 
 

3) From the perspective of our investors and capital providers we are concerned that the two 
phase approach will cause confusion and potentially misleading accounts. Under current 
proposals each set of accounts from 2004 to 2007 will be different. The proposed ‘early’ 
disclosure of fair value at 2006 without current guidance and with the doubt about the timing 
of phase II may lead to greater complexity and uncertainty over the period. 
 
 
One of the key objectives for all stakeholders under IAS is comparability. The lack of a 
prescribed format for IAS accounts is likely to inhibit any potential gains under IAS. We 
would strongly support some guidance in this area. Would the IASB consider including the 
formats in IG 12 - 14 within the standard, or other such headings, as a minimum? 
 
 
 
We feel that there is an urgent need to finalise this standard for phase I. Our planning and 
delivery of quality information relies on the IASB's focus on completing this and other 
projects and standards. The recent delay for phase 11 will lead to a long and drawn out 
programme for us and many other organisations which may result in confidence being 
undermined in insurers’ statements rather than enhanced. We would therefore welcome 
acceleration with a view to refocusing back to December 2007 as the final date for 
implementation of phase II 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Richard Hextall 
Group Finance Director 
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