
Question 1 — Objective and scope of risk mitigation accounting (Section
7.1)


My Suggestion: Agree in principle with the proposed objective  and voluntary application of risk mitigation accounting. However, the eligibility criteria and documentation
[bookmark: _GoBack]requirements should be clarified to ensure consistent application. The Standard should also require entities that are eligible but do not apply the model to disclose the reasons for non-application and, where material, the related accounting mismatch.

Question 2 — —Underlying portfolios (paragraphs 7.2.1–7.2.4)


My Suggestion: Agree with the proposed  scope of underlying portfolios. However, further guidance is required for non-maturity deposits, forecast transactions, expected reinvestments and refinancing, equity modelling, and instruments also designated in other hedging relationships. The Standard  should include safeguards against double counting or double mitigation of the same repricing risk.

Question 3—Determining the net repricing risk exposure (paragraphs
7.2.5–7.2.10)


My Suggestion: Agree that exposure  should be determined  using expected  repricing  dates and consistently with the entity’s risk management process. However, the Standard should provide additional guidance on behavioural assumptions, prepayments, non- maturity deposits, repricing  time bands,  changes in modelling methodology and the frequency  of reassessment.

Question 4—Designated  derivatives (Section 7.3)


My Suggestion: Agree that only external interest-rate  derivatives  used in accordance with the risk management strategy should qualify. Clarification is required regarding basis risk, credit and valuation adjustments, net written options, internal derivatives and partial designation of derivatives.
Question 5—Risk mitigation objective and benchmark derivatives
(paragraphs 7.4.1–7.4.7)


My Suggestion: Agree with the proposed  approach. However, the construction, valuation and subsequent adjustment of benchmark derivatives  require detailed guidance. The Standard  should clarify the treatment of changes in assumptions, multiple mitigated rates, basis risk and the “without undue cost or effort” practical expedient.

Question 6—Recognising  and measuring the risk mitigation adjustment
(paragraphs 7.4.8–7.4.14)


My Suggestion: Agree with the basic lower-of measurement approach and recognition of the adjustment over the period in which repricing differences affect profit or loss.  However, further guidance is required for opposite-sign gains and losses, multiple repricing time bands,  present value calculations and the use of benchmark derivatives  as a practical proxy.

The IASB should also reconsider the proposal that reductions in the risk mitigation adjustment recognised immediately in profit or loss cannot be reversed,  particularly where subsequent information demonstrates that the amount remains recoverable.

Question 7—Discontinuation  of risk mitigation accounting (Section 7.5)


My Suggestion: Agree that discontinuation should occur prospectively only upon a change in the risk management strategy. The Standard  should provide clearer indicators of such a change and distinguish it from routine changes in portfolios, derivatives,  risk limits or risk mitigation objectives. Further guidance is also required on the basis for recognising the accumulated adjustment after discontinuation.

Question 8—Effective  date and withdrawal of IAS 39 (Section C1 of
Appendix C to IFRS 9)


My Suggestion: Agree in principle  with the eventual withdrawal of the relevant IAS 39 requirements. However,  IAS 39 should remain available for a sufficient transition period. The final amendments should provide at least an adequate implementation period for system  changes, model validation,  controls, training and regulatory alignment.
Question 9—Transition (Section C2 of Appendix C to IFRS 9)


My Suggestion: Agree with prospective application. However, additional  transition guidance is needed for existing IAS 39 hedge adjustments, IFRS 9 hedge relationships, accumulated other comprehensive income,  fair value hedge adjustments and revocation of the fair value option.

Entities should be required to provide meaningful disclosures regarding the impact of transition on opening balances, equity, hedge adjustments and the risk mitigation adjustment.

Question 10—Disclosure requirements (proposed amendments to IFRS
7)


My Suggestion: Agree with the proposed  disclosures, including separate presentation of the risk mitigation adjustment, risk management strategy, sensitivity analysis and reconciliation of the adjustment.

However,  the requirements should be subject to materiality and proportionality. Entities should be permitted  to aggregate information where detailed disclosure would reveal commercially sensitive risk management strategies. Entities eligible for but not applying risk mitigation accounting should provide additional quantitative information where the resulting accounting mismatch is material.

Question 11—Risk  management strategy


My Suggestion: The proposals require further assessment before application to insurance entities. The IASB should undertake separate  field testing and provide guidance on the interaction with IFRS  17, including the contractual service  margin, insurance finance income or expenses, policyholder options, long-term liabilities and risk mitigation techniques.
