IFRS 17 delay:
Consideration
on how insurers
can respond

Introduction
With the IASB announcing a
proposed one-year delay to the
implementation date of IFRS 17
(and IFRS 9), and also proposing
to make some limited changes
to its requirements, insurers are
asking what this means for their
implementation efforts and how best
to respond.
We recommend an approach to help
the management and/or the IFRS 17
Program Steering Committee make
clear decisions on the way forward
through a period of uncertainty.
It is important to understand
the impact of the delay on the
program and the flexibility that the
changes to the standard will offer.
Then insurers should evaluate the
alternatives to be considered at both
work stream and program level.
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Evaluating the impacts
We recommend a three-step approach to evaluating the impacts
of the IFRS 17 delay:

• Availability of resources, suppliers and capability to deliver
We recommend the use of a program health check to bring a clear,
objective and unambiguous view on the program status that can be
discussed and shared with key stakeholders at all levels.

1. Take stock of the current position of your IFRS 17 program

Step 2: Assess the impact of any changes

2. Consider the impacts of any possible and proposed changes
to the requirements of IFRS 17 and the expected timing of
those changes

The aim of this step is to have a clear impact analysis and the
information to understand what options can be considered for each of
the specific work streams.

3. Assess the flexibility that any change to the timetable might
offer to the program

The key is to understand if work can proceed to completion or
whether any changes affect the design, build or delivery.

Assessing the options

Input from specialists in the area of technical policy, design and build
can help you make this assessment and identify whether work can
continue or will need to be reshaped or planned.

Once the assessment of the impacts has been carried out,
insurers should consider the broad options at both a program
and work stream level.

The assessment should consider the balance of “no regrets” activity
that can continue vs. the likelihood of rework in areas of the standard
where changes are expected to be made.

There are three potential options, the pros and cons of which we
explore below. The options are:

Feeding in the considerations from Step 1 will help to prioritize
activities and determine which should be deferred. For example, a
financial or actuarial system upgrade or replacement may be planned
within the implementation period. The delay to IFRS 17 may provide
the opportunity for the upgrade or replacement to be performed
before or concurrently with the IFRS 17 capability build.

1. Continue the program as is to the current timetable (either
to completion or to deliver the main key milestones)
2. Reconfiguration or retiming of parts of the program (on a
piece-by-piece basis) to meet the new timetable
3. Slowing activity immediately and planning to restart planned
activities at a later date
These options could also include combinations of the above that
consider different elements of the program based on the impact
of the change and the need to have different outcomes.
We recommend some tools and techniques that can be used to
help make the appropriate decisions in a timely and effective
way to preserve momentum and manage the risk of cost
increases. These tools will also help to communicate to key
stakeholders such as management, steering committee, board
of directors and external bodies.

Evaluating the impacts
The aim of the assessment stage is to help ensure that there is a
factual understanding of all the implications of the delay to the IFRS
17 effective date. Experience shows that the instinctive view of the
choices to be made can be misleading. A full assessment can be
completed in a few days with each of the substeps being assessed in
parallel and joining up at the end.

Step 1: Assess the program status
This would include assessing:
• Progress to date on the policy, design, data, systems, process,
testing, operating model and implementation work streams
• The linkages with other programs and how the package of work
fits with the strategy, wider change agenda, the perspective of key
internal and external stakeholders

Step 3: Consider the potential flexibility in reprioritizing
activities
Based on the assessments from Step 1 and Step 2, you can consider
each aspect of the program and what flexibility might be useful.
From our experience, key areas to focus on in this step are likely to be
the following:
• Solution responses to improve the overall scope and outcome
• Using delay as an opportunity to take more time and to consider
the use of strategic tools and approaches to improve data
provisioning for IFRS 17. Data cleansing and mapping tools can
assist in resolving data quality and control issues.
• There might be an opportunity to switch from tactical to more
strategic choices for actuarial, finance and IFRS 17-specific
systems, reducing risk and complexity and making capital
available for other commitments.
• Solution responses to improve quality by spending more time
• Expand time spent on parallel generation of CSM and RA
estimates to improve executive understanding of the impacts and
better prepare expected results for testing
• Expand time spent on transition calculation exploring, approach
options for executive understanding
• Look for opportunities to improve ongoing operational stability
by improving the production management around areas where
you may have previously considered trade-offs (e.g., data
management on smaller books, allocations processing, IFRS 17
impacts on internal reporting)
• Look for opportunities to refine production close windows
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• Spending more time on understanding the financial outcomes
and on communications with investors and regulators, to act
on the impact to the business (e.g., optimization of reported
outcomes) and to assess the sequence of any wider change
program.
• Solution responses to improve quality by reducing build and testing
risks
• Process changes often run behind systems build. Finding
opportunities to enable process change to be planned first
will enable a smoother and lower-cost test, dry run and
implementation.
• For some firms testing, dry runs, parallel runs and production
of comparatives are being squeezed to make implementation
achievable in the current timeframe. Keeping the development
on schedule and allowing more time for testing and especially
remediation after test and dry runs will be valuable.
• Lessons learned from IFRS 9 and Solvency II projects highlight
that testing and remediation of dry runs is often neglected,
resulting in improvements to processes being made
post-implementation.
• A robust testing methodology can help you to optimize this
phase.
• Planning responses to improve delivery predictability
• Reduce the overlap between solution component development
(e.g., data aggregation, actuarial model changes, CSM engine
implementation) and end-to-end testing to improve efficiency of
end-to-end over a more complete base solution.
• Raise the entry criteria for a deferred parallel run to generate
comparables of higher quality. Place emphasis on leveraging the
production capability for all aspects of parallel run.
• Reducing the level of parallel activities in the plan, reducing risk
and resource demand.
• People responses to reduce burnout
• Shift current program team members to areas of new
responsibility within the program to give them something fresh to
work on while still retaining their skill set on the program
• Infuse new resources into the program given new time available
to ramp people up
The assessment of the current status of the program, the areas of
impact from the change and the opportunities that may arise can feed
into the second part of the process, which is to decide the best option
for the program and the individual choice for each work stream.

Assessing the options
There are three broad choices to respond to any delay to a regulatory
requirement: continue, retime or stop.
Recent experience from Solvency 2 and IFRS 9 shows that, while
sometimes instinctive, significantly slowing or stopping activity to
resume once revised dates and requirements have been fully agreed
merely delays (and adds to) the “rush” of activity to complete and
does not lead to cost savings. The approach often leads to additional
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costs and risks, from loss of continuity and from work stopping and
starting again.
Our recommendation in light of this experience is to actively consider
the three choices with respect to the outcome of the assessment
steps above. In doing this, we recommend breaking the program down
into its constituent parts and looking at the decision at a work stream
and component level as well as the overall program.
Considerations around these options include the following:

Continuing as is
If the program (and work streams) are fully mobilized and proceeding
well, there is limited impact from any changes and there is little
benefit from deferring or retiming activity or benefits. Under
these circumstances, continuing to the current plan will maintain
momentum and reduce the impacts of changing plans and resourcing
and de-risk loss of key resources, sponsorship and priority. It is also
worth considering whether this will mean compromises on decisions
and quality, particularly in the data, systems and testing spaces.
For example, you would consider continuing if there is limited impact
from the changes, the program is on schedule and there is significant
benefit for dependencies or the freeing of resources once complete if
the work is finished on schedule. Continuing as is may save cost and
provide benefits in terms of greater time to understand results before
publishing.

Retiming and re-phasing
If there are elements of the program that need additional time or
there are significant impacts from the likely changes or there are
material benefits to retiming, e.g., reduction in duplication of activity,
de-scoped requirements can be added back in, phasing benefits
or improved testing and deployment. The downsides to consider
are the impact on the wider change agenda, the possibility of key
stakeholders changing and the challenge of maintaining focus as
things get retimed.
For example, retiming the data systems work streams might allow
more build-and-test time, but leaving processes mapping to continue
to its current plan could then help to build a better integrated plan.

Stop or pause
If the current program (work stream) has limited mobilization, the
changes from the standard are highly material or the benefits from
retiming are very high, e.g., it would give time to make other changes
first that would reduce cost or risk.
For example, you would consider stopping if the program was
struggling to mobilize with the right resources, in contention with
other things or highly dependent on other work that needed to be
finished before IFRS 17 could be efficiently delivered.

In conclusion

Why EY

The IASB recently announced a proposed one-year delay to the
effective date of IFRS 17. In addition, they intend to make some
limited amendments to the requirements of the standard.

We help insurers achieve compliance with the new IFRS 17 standards
efficiently, strategically and in alignment with existing finance
transformation programs and broader business goals. For insurers
seeking a bolder approach, we go beyond compliance to automate
reporting environments and integrate finance, risk and actuarial
functions to produce lasting value for the business. Our broad and
deep understanding of IFRS implications and impacts brings insurers:

Some firms have already made a choice to continue, and others are
starting to assess their choices or to retime activity – Insurers can
follow a structured process to the delay as so:
• Understand the current progress of implementation, including
blockers and risks to progress
• Evaluate the impact of other in-flight projects
• Make a more effective assessment of the benefits and drawbacks
of the various options available to allow better and more efficient
decisions
• Portfolio and project management tools can be used to support this
structured assessment process and to present the summary options
to the steering and board committees

• Focused approach in developing technology-driven targeted
operating models that integrate finance and actuarial groups
• Extensive working knowledge of solution options and vendor
landscape, with proven approach to evaluation and selection of
tools and technology
• Alliance and/or collaborations with leading technology and industry
players, including SAP, SAS, Aptitude, Guidewire and others
• Track record of success in building IFRS 17 outcomes and
integrating finance and actuarial operations for global insurers
• Outcome accelerators (including impact analyzers and modeling
tools) and templates (documentation and training materials) that
speed time to value and reduce implementation risk

Lessons learned from IFRS 9 and
Solvency II implementations
1. Completely stopping a project and picking it up later incurs
significantly increased cost and duplicated effort
2. To avoid significant post-implementation remediation
activities, multiple testing and dry runs will be necessary
3. Replanning provides scope to reduce costs and upskill BAU
staff through the use of more internal resources on the
project
4. Always leave room for contingency in planning of new
systems development and installation
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Hong Kong

Doru Pantea

+852 2629 3168

doru.pantea@hk.ey.com

Hong Kong

Tze Ping Chng
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Steve Cheung
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steve.cheung@hk.ey.com
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Angelo Wang
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angelo.wang@cn.ey.com
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suk-hun.kang@kr.ey.com
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Martyn van Wensveen
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Jeremy Lin

+60 3 238 89036
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Charisse Rossielin Y Cruz

+63 2 8910307
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