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1 Introduction 
1.1 Purpose of the Report 
Allianz Life Bermuda Limited (“AZLBR”) is a Bermuda-based life insurance company, licensed by the Bermuda 
Monetary Authority (“BMA”). Its immediate parent is Allianz MENA Holding (Bermuda) Limited. The ultimate 
parent is Allianz SE. AZLBR was incorporated in Bermuda in 1976 and licensed as Class C for Long-Term insurance 
as well as a Class 3 for General business insurance. AZLBR is closed to new business and it is the intention of the 
Directors and the Shareholder to make an application to deregister its insurance licence to the BMA and liquidate 
the company as soon as is practical. 

Allianz SNA s.a.l. (“AZSNA”) underwrites life and non-life insurance risks, such as those associated with death, 
health, property and casualty. It is incorporated in Lebanon and registered at the Commercial Court in Beirut 
under No. 12461. It is regulated by the Insurance Control Commission (“ICC”) at the Ministry of Economy and 
Commerce. Its immediate parent is Allianz MENA Holding (Bermuda) Limited. The ultimate parent is Allianz SE. 

Both entities are subsidiaries of Allianz Group. The Allianz Group is a global financial services provider with 
services predominantly in the insurance and asset management business. They have over 100 million retail and 
corporate clients in more than 70 countries. In fiscal year 2021, ending 31 December 2021, they achieved total 
revenues of €148.5bn and an operating profit of €13.4bn. Allianz SE, the parent company to both entities, is 
headquartered in Munich, Germany. It is highly rated with an AA rating from S&P, Aa3 from Moody’s, and A+ 
from AM Best. It is well capitalised with €80bn of shareholder’s equity on a IFRS basis. Allianz Group has a group 
solvency ratio of 209% as at 31 December 2021. 

In Bermuda, a normal portfolio transfer of long-term business from one entity to another must be approved by 
the Supreme Court of Bermuda (the “Bermuda Court”). As part of the application to the Bermuda Court for an 
order to sanction a transfer of long-term insurance business, the application must be accompanied by a report 
on the terms of the Scheme by an independent actuary, called the Approved Actuary, in conformance to Section 
25 of the Bermuda Insurance Act 1978. 

This portfolio transfer exercise is unique in terms of my professional experience of such exercises to date both 
in the Bermuda market and indeed elsewhere in Europe.  What is unusual about the portfolio transfer which I 
need to review and assess is the following: 

• Transferring AZLBR policyholders, as the Scheme documents will describe them for the Court process 
and in terms of how I label them in my assessment, have already entered into new policies issued by 
AZSNA. In 2018, AZLBR (and AZSNA) communicated with all existing AZLBR policyholders at the time 
and offered them the choice of a new policy with AZSNA (on enhanced terms) or to surrender their 
policies. There was no choice offered to keep their existing policy. As expected, some surrendered their 
existing AZLBR policy and took the new policy option with AZSNA and some surrendered in full (these 
policyholders are out of my scope). Therefore, as Approved Actuary I need to consider what happened 
in 2018 from a retrospective perspective and assess it as if these transferring policies were being 
transferred via a normal Court process.  

• Ultimately, it is expected that AZLBR will no longer have an insurance licence and will ultimately be de-
registered as a company in Bermuda. 

I note that the activities noted above took place in 2018 (though a small number of residual policyholders either 
surrendered/ cancelled their policies post 2018 as part of the continuing exercise to ensure all policyholders 
were dealt with) without formal discussions or approval of the BMA and the sanction of the Supreme Court 
pursuant to Section 25 of the Insurance Act 1978. There has been significant discussion between AZLBR and the 
BMA over the past number of years to resolve the situation. 

Given the nature of the assessment, I have not viewed this strictly as a retrospective assessment at some point 
in 2018 but have considered the timeline more generally between 2017/ 2018 (prior to the communication 
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exercise) to today’s date from a policyholder perspective in terms of financial security and benefit expectations 
perspective.  

This proposed transfer will be referred to as the “Scheme”, and AZLBR and AZSNA will be collectively referred to 
as the Scheme Entities in this Report – the reference to Scheme Entities is for ease of terminology in this Report. 
My consideration of the portfolio transfer will be in respect of the impact on transferring AZLBR policyholders 
(i.e. those policyholders who took up the option to take out AZSNA policies) and the existing AZSNA 
policyholders.  

It is important that this context is clear when assessing this Report. 

I note that one overall legal document addressing the Section 25 requirements for the Bermuda Court has been 
prepared. Furthermore, I understand that the ICC has been briefed and do receive necessary updates from 
AZSNA on the BMA interactions. The BMA and the ICC are collectively known as “the Regulators” of AZLBR and 
AZSNA in my Report. This Report takes into consideration all consultations with the Regulators. I have not spoken 
directly to the BMA or the ICC but was briefed on discussions with those bodies by the management of AZLBR 
and AZSNA, respectively. I am comfortable that sufficient discussions have taken place, and this has not hindered 
my consideration of the portfolio transfer and writing of this Report. 

This Report is a report prepared by the Approved Actuary in order to aid the Bermuda Court and the Regulators 
in their deliberations. It is also intended to meet the Section 25 requirements of the Bermuda Court. 

This Report describes the proposed portfolio transfer and discusses its possible effects on the relevant 
policyholder groups, including effects on security and levels of service. The Report is organised into seven 
sections as follows: 

• Section 1: Purpose of this Report and the role of the Approved Actuary. 

• Section 2: Executive Summary and Conclusions. 

• Section 3: Provides relevant background information on AZLBR. 

• Section 4: Provides relevant background information on AZSNA. 

• Section 5: Commentary on the proposed Scheme. 

• Section 6: An assessment of the proposed Scheme on the financial security of policyholders. 

• Section 7: An assessment of the proposed Scheme on the fair treatment of policyholders.  

1.2 Approved Actuary 
I, Brian Morrissey, am a Partner in KPMG Ireland (“KPMG”) specialising in life insurance actuarial services. I am 
a Fellow of the Society of Actuaries in Ireland (“SAI”) having qualified as an actuary in 1999. My summary 
curriculum vitae is included in Appendix 2. 

I have been appointed by AZLBR to act as the Approved Actuary in connection with the Scheme, without any 
objections from AZSNA. The BMA has been informed of my appointment and I understand have not raised any 
objections to my appointment. I understand that the ICC has been briefed as necessary by AZSNA on the 
portfolio transfer process. The terms on which I was formally appointed are set out in an engagement letter 
dated 24 August 2021 and an extract of my scope is included in Appendix 1. 

To the best of my knowledge, I have no conflicts of interest in connection with the parties involved in the 
proposed Scheme and I consider myself able to act as an Approved Actuary on this transaction.  

I have also considered the position of KPMG. I can confirm that I have carried out appropriate internal checks in 
line with KPMG’s internal risk management procedures with no issues being raised. 

I am not a qualified lawyer or tax expert. I have not considered it necessary to seek my own specific legal or tax 
advice on any element of the Scheme. The costs and expenses associated with my appointment as Approved 
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Actuary and the production of this Report will be met by the shareholders of AZLBR. All costs associated with 
the Proposed Transfer is immaterial to the overall financial position of AZLBR. 

This Report has been subject to internal KPMG risk management processes and peer review in line with those 
professional requirements. The peer review was performed by a senior actuary in KPMG’s actuarial practice. 

1.3 Scope of Report 
I owe an overriding duty to the Bermuda Court to give them independent actuarial evidence on the proposed 
transfer. 

However, I note that the Regulators (i.e. the BMA in particular and the ICC) will have access to my Report. In 
preparing this Report, management of AZLBR and their legal advisors have consulted with the BMA on the 
required contents, as appropriate to their specific interest in the transfer process. Their feedback has been 
shared with me and considered in my drafting of this report. In short: 

• There has been significant engagement between AZLBR and the BMA and I have been briefed on the 
history of these discussions. I understand the BMA position at the date of my Report. 

• I understand that AZSNA have informed the ICC of the proposed transfer and my understanding is that 
the ICC have not raised any specific concerns for AZSNA. Given the nature and circumstances of the 
portfolio transfer as noted in Section 1.1, I understand that the ICC have not raised any objections or 
have any particular views. 

This Report is prepared primarily to assess the likely impact that the Scheme will have on: 

• The cohort of transferring policyholders of AZLBR that ultimately surrendered their AZLBR policies and 
took out new policies with AZSNA from 2018 onwards; and 

• The existing policyholders of AZSNA. 

For the avoidance of doubt at the date of this Report, there are no remaining policyholders of AZLBR. 

This Report is limited in its scope to the assessment of this Scheme alone and not to any other possible scheme. 
It is intended that this Report be submitted, in full, as evidence to the Bermuda Court when these entities 
consider whether or not to sanction the Scheme. 

My consideration of the financial effects of the Scheme has been based on the financial statements, regulatory 
returns and other financial related information including actuarial reports. The regulatory requirements are 
summarised briefly in Section 3 (regulatory reporting requirements of the BMA in Bermuda) and Section 4 
(regulatory reporting requirements of the ICC in Lebanon).  

1.4 Assurances 
The report is written in the first person singular and the opinions expressed are my own.  

In preparing this Report I have done my best to be accurate and complete. I have considered all matters that I 
regard as relevant to the opinions I have expressed, and I have considered all matters that I believe may be 
relevant to the policyholders of AZLBR and AZSNA in their consideration of the Scheme. All the matters on which 
I have expressed an opinion lie within my field of experience.  

Given the management set up of AZLBR and AZSNA i.e. the same senior individuals are involved, I have had full 
access to senior management in finance, risk, compliance and actuarial and my understanding is that their 
opinion is that the Scheme does not have a material adverse impact on the expected benefits or the fair 
treatment of their respective policyholders. 

I have received a factual accuracy letter on what I have written from a factual perspective in my Report from 
each of the following representatives of the Scheme Entities as follows: 

• Mr. Ziad Gemayel, Chief Risk and Actuarial Officer, AZLBR; and 

• Bassem Assi, CEO, AZSNA. 
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In the course of carrying out my work and preparing this Report I have considered various documents provided 
to me by AZLBR and AZSNA. A summary list of the main documents I have considered is set out in Appendix 3. 

All of the data and information which I have requested has been provided to me by AZLBR and AZSNA and their 
advisers as appropriate. I have relied upon the accuracy and completeness of this data and information, which 
has been provided to me both in written and oral form. I have not sought independent verification of data and 
information provided to me by the Scheme Entities, nor does my work constitute an audit of the financial and 
other information provided to me. In addition, I have, where possible, reviewed the information provided for 
reasonableness. Where critical information has been initially provided orally, I have requested and obtained 
written confirmation. 

I have conducted conference calls with representatives of the Scheme Entities to discuss the information 
provided to me and specific matters arising out of the considerations and analysis conducted.  

In my role as Approved Actuary the Scheme Entities have contacted, on my behalf, the appropriate individuals 
within the BMA as appropriate. I have been made aware of relevant discussions between the Regulators and 
the Scheme Entities, and specifically inquired of them whether there were specific issues I should be made aware 
of. There are none. 

1.5 Qualifications and Limitations  
This Report must be read in its entirety. Reading individual sections in isolation may be misleading.  

A copy of this Report will be made available to the Bermuda Court, the Regulators and the Board of Directors of 
the Scheme Entities. Typically, my Report (or a summary thereof) is provided to transferring policyholders (at a 
minimum) including disclosure of the report and supporting documents on the websites of the Scheme Entities 
as part of a formal communications exercise. This enables the policyholders to assess the portfolio transfer and 
object if necessary but to also review what an independent party has assessed of the proposed portfolio transfer.  
Notwithstanding the unique circumstances, I understand that there will be policyholder communications 
planned. This is based on discussions with the BMA, the Scheme Entities and ultimately agreed by the Court. 

This Report is prepared solely in connection with, and for the purposes of, informing the Bermuda Court, the 
BMA, the ICC and relevant potentially affected policyholders of my findings in respect of the impact of the 
Scheme on the security and expectations of these policyholders and may only be relied on for this purpose. This 
Report is subject to the terms and limitations, including limitation of liability, set out in my firm’s engagement 
letter dated 24 August 2021. An extract from this contract describing the scope of my work is contained in 
Appendix 1.  

This Report should not be regarded as suitable to be used or relied upon by any party wishing to acquire any 
right to bring action against KPMG in connection with any other use or reliance. To the fullest extent permitted 
by law, KPMG will accept no responsibility or liability in respect of this Report to any other party.  

In my role as Approved Actuary I have in the normal course of conducting this role, been provided with a 
significant and appropriate amount of information and data about the Scheme Entities activities and 
performance. When forming my view as set out in this Report, these disclosures and information have formed 
a necessary and vital contribution.  

This Report is principally based on information made available to me at or prior to 12 August 2021 but 
subsequent work was undertaken in July 2022 to take account of remaining policyholders who were contacted 
and either had maturing policies or surrendered their policies and takes limited account of developments after 
that date. 

1.6 Limitations of Liability and Legal Jurisdiction 
This Report is subject to the terms and conditions, including limitation of liability and legal jurisdiction, set out 
in the Engagement Letter. 
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1.7 Currency 
I have identified clearly the currency of figures presented throughout the Report. The figures included largely 
reference those reported under by AZLBR in Bermuda (i.e. US$) and by AZSNA in Lebanon (i.e. Lebanon Pounds 
LBP£). The average exchange rate I have used in my analysis to ensure a reader can compare figures is: 

• LBP£1 = US$0.00065 
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2 Executive Summary and 

Conclusion 
2.1 Executive Summary  
2.1.1 Overview 
At the date of this Report, AZLBR is closed to new business and wishes to relinquish its insurance licence to the 
BMA and liquidate the Company. This strategic decision by the directors and the shareholder was made during 
2018 at various Board meetings, namely meetings on 23 February 2018 and 14 September 2018. Rather than 
transfer policyholders to AZSNA via a Court process and the approval of the BMA (as noted in Section 1.1), AZLBR 
took the decision to write to all its in-force policyholders offering a new policy with AZSNA or to surrender their 
policy from mid-2018 onwards. The context to the letter related to a global concern in relation to transparency 
of financial transactions and potential exposures with a life policy in a country without clear connections to that 
country. The policyholders were offered a new policy with the following attributes: 

• Policy in a bigger and stronger insurance entity. 

• Wider range of investment funds to invest in. 

• Increased sum insured by 5% without medical underwriting. 

• Lower insurance costs to address that savings in AZSNA policies do not accumulate tax free and suffer 
higher costs with all else being equal. Savings in AZLBR do accumulate tax free and tax on surrender or 
maturity is for the policyholder to deal with. 

If this was not as attractive as an option, the policy could be surrendered.  

As expected, some policyholders accepted the offer of a new AZSNA policy and surrendered their existing AZLBR 
policy (i.e. transferring policyholders and in my scope) and others surrendered their AZLBR policies (i.e. out of 
scope and not considered). I note that a group of policyholders who could not be contacted at the time were 
effectively transferred to AZSNA via a shareholder transfer agreement in December 2018. Further work was 
done to continue to identify those policyholders who could not be contacted in the original exercise. Arising 
from challenge by the BMA, the transfer of those policyholders to AZSNA was unwound and they were 
transferred back to AZLBR in late 2020. Since then most of these policyholders have been contacted and at this 
stage all have exercised their rights to receive maturity or surrender value proceeds and in some cases, the 
policies were cancelled with no value and no communication was necessary. These policyholders are not in my 
scope. 

Following a period of discussions with the BMA, it has been agreed to now formally undertake a portfolio 
transfer process. As Approved Actuary, I will report to the Court on my assessment that policyholders’ interests 
were / are not disadvantaged by the actions of AZLBR and AZSNA since 2018. So, the surrender / take up of a 
new policy can be viewed as equivalent to a Court portfolio transfer of all of the policies.  

To be clear, the policyholders in scope of my assessment are only those that took new policies with AZSNA.  

Further background is included in Section 5.  

2.1.2 Approach 
My approach to assessing the likely effects of the Scheme on policyholders was to:  

• Understand the rationale to the portfolio transfer. 
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• Understand the businesses of the entities affected by the Scheme. 

• Understand the effect of the Scheme on the financial position of the Scheme Entities.  
Having identified the effects of the Scheme on the Scheme Entities, I then:  

• Identify the groups of policyholders directly affected. 

• Consider the impact of the Scheme on the security of the impacted policyholders. 

• Consider the impact of the Scheme on the benefit expectations of impacted policyholders.  

• For both of these to specifically assess the attractiveness of the offer to policyholders in 2018 when 
accepting the new policy offered. 

• Consider other aspects of the impact of the Scheme that I consider relevant. Specifically, to further 
assess the attractiveness of the offer to policyholders in 2018 when accepting the new policy offered. 

In order to consider the effect of the proposed Scheme on each of the companies and groups of policyholders 
concerned, I have been provided with relevant information for each legal entity, including: 

• AZLBR historic financial information based on audited regulatory filings and financial statements. 

• AZSNA historic financial information based on audited regulatory filings and financial statements. 

• AZSNA forecasted financial information. 

• Product literature and other policyholder material including that relating to the policyholder 
communication exercise in 2018. 

• Risk and Governance information. 

• In forming my opinion, I have raised queries with key personnel responsible for core functions in the 
Scheme Entities. 

• Significant other information that was provided is set out in Appendix 3.  

2.1.3 Scheme transfer document 
I note that the Scheme document for the Bermuda Court includes the requirements that I would expect to see 
based on my understanding of how the Scheme will be executed. However, I note I am not a legal expert and 
the comments reflect my reading of the document as Approved Actuary. 

2.1.4 Regulatory jurisdictions 
I note that the Scheme (in the normal course) would allow for the transfer of the business from Bermuda to 
Lebanon. I have not been involved in a similar transfer between these two jurisdictions. I would note more 
generally that the Bermuda regulatory environment which AZLBR has been subject to is viewed as being 
equivalent to the European regulatory regime, Solvency II. I note that the Lebanon regulatory regime would not 
be viewed as equivalent. There are a number of considerations for me: 

• Understand the attitude of both sets of regulators, the BMA and the ICC, in the first instance. I note that both 
regulators appear comfortable for the portfolio transfer to proceed based on feedback from the Scheme 
Entities. 

• Discussion with management on the relevant legal regimes pertaining to life insurance policyholders in both 
jurisdictions, but in particular Lebanon. 

• Discussion with management on the consistency of the policyholder protection regimes in both jurisdictions 
and the fact that neither have insurance compensation schemes.  

I have gathered information on the regulatory capital regime and I have developed an appropriate level of 
understanding of the Lebanon regime. I have a good understanding of the Bermuda regulatory regime.  

On the basis of the above, I have focused on financial strength (outlined in further detail below) more generally 
and consumer protection. Ultimately, I note that both entities are part of Allianz Group and operate under those 
group mandated requirements.  
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2.1.5 Findings 
The findings of my Report are summarised below: 

General observations 

• The Scheme Entities are part of the Allianz Group and policyholders in both entities ultimately operate under 
Allianz Group requirements and have the implicit capital support of the Group. I note there are no formal 
capital support arrangements or parental guarantees in place for either of the Scheme Entities. 

• I note that the Scheme Entities are very closely related i.e. 
–  effectively AZLBR are wholly reliant on AZSNA for all day to day running of the entity i.e. across 

management, administration, investment and back office support across finance, risk, actuarial and 
compliance; 

– the product set historically sold by AZLBR are generally consistent with AZSNA policies though AZSNA sell 
a much wider suite of products; and 

– the nationality of policyholders and distribution channel for AZLBR are generally consistent with that of 
AZSNA.  

As AZLBR have no strategic future as an insurance entity and given the similarities and reliances as noted 
above, I recognise the commercial sense for policyholders to maintain their insurance with an Allianz entity 
and in particular AZSNA. 

Financial Strength 

• I have based my financial analysis on the financial information in the period 31 December 2017 to 31 
December 2021 (the most recent financial year-end figures available for the entities). I note: 
– Both Scheme Entities currently meet their minimum regulatory capital requirements in their respective 

jurisdictions. 
– The regulatory capital regimes in Bermuda and Lebanon are not comparable. 
– Neither report figures on a group Solvency II basis which would be helpful in terms of comparisons. 
– AZSNA’s balance sheet is significantly larger and more diverse than AZLBR i.e. assets of cUS$760m and 

shareholder equity of cUS$60m compared to AZLBR with assets of cUS$6m and shareholder equity of 
c$6m and little remaining insurance risk. 

– AZLBR’s regulatory capital position excluding the reinsurance business on a proforma basis since 2018 is 
strong which reflects excess capital being carried prior to the liquidation of the entity. The level of 
capitalisation for the residual risk exposure would not be sustainable in the long term and ultimately a 
much lower level of capital would be needed. 

– AZSNA’s regulatory capital position was extremely volatile in the period 2018-2020. At YE19 it had a 
material deficit of shareholder funds (i.e. insolvent), reflecting the impact of the financial crisis in Lebanon 
and significant impairments on US$ denominated Eurobonds. Over this period, the Group paid in more 
capital (with capital not exposed to Lebanon sovereign credit risk) to stabilise and recapitalise the entity. 
AZSNA is still exposed to even further impairments of the US$ Eurobonds but for now the impairment is 
based on Group guidance and insight from Moody’s etc.  

– I note that the most recent solvency information for AZSNA at 31 December 2021, indicates shareholder 
equity of US$39.1m (much improved in 2021), regulatory equity of US$30.9m and regulatory capital of 
US$13.1m giving a solvency ratio of 237% which is an improvement on the YE19 and YE20 positions. 

• In relation to the exposure of the transferring policyholders: 
– The proceeds of the policies used as part of the AZSNA new policy set up in respect of the transferring 

policyholders was US$6m. In addition, a further US$5m was transferred from AZLBR to AZSNA pursuant 
to the purported proposed transfer of the 167 policies on 28 December 2018. This would be a proxy to 
the assets that would be transferred over by AZLBR to AZSNA as part of a portfolio transfer. This is not 
material in the context of the AZSNA balance sheet in the period 2018-2020. 

– A further adjustment might be compensation to AZLBR for the future profits to AZSNA in respect of the 
new policies. Analysis would indicate that the value of future profits over all future years in respect of the 
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transferring policies was estimated to be cUS$0.7m. This is not material in the context of the AZSNA 
balance sheet in the period 2017-2020 or indeed the level of profits earned in one year i.e. cUS$7m to 
US$9m in 2017 and 2018 respectively but distorted by asset impairment losses in 2019/2020 and 
cUS$18m in 2021. 

– The level of regulatory capital attaching to the business in respect of the transferring policies is estimated 
to be less than cUS$0.5m on a BMA basis; on a Lebanon basis, the level of regulatory capital attaching to 
the business in respect of the transferring policies is estimated to be less than cUS$0.1m. The incremental 
impact of regulatory capital of the US$0.1m is not material for AZSNA whose regulatory capital 
requirement is cUS$13m. 

– Overall the exposure of the transferring policies is not material to AZSNA. 

• Overall, the transferring policyholders are now part of a larger and more diversified Allianz subsidiary with a 
strong strategic outlook notwithstanding the uncertainties relating to the Lebanon Eurobonds and the final 
agreed impairments. This is not the case for the AZLBR entity which has no strategic future. The transferring 
policyholders themselves are not a material exposure for AZSNA in terms of assets, premiums, risks or indeed 
regulatory capital so the financial risks for existing AZSNA policyholders are not material.  While the AZSNA 
solvency issues observed in 2019 / 2020 are a concern due to the asset impairments, the recapitalisation by 
the Allianz Group is important when I assess financial security. Therefore, I do not see a material 
disadvantage to the transferring policyholders with AZSNA policies from a financial security perspective given 
the continued support by the group, Allianz. 

Benefit expectations of policyholders 

• I have considered the effects of the Scheme on the fair expectations and treatment of each of AZLBR and 
AZSNA policyholders focusing on the following aspects: 
– Policyholders Reasonable Expectations: there is no concept in either AZLBR or AZSNA as mandated by 

local regulatory / consumer protection requirements though consumer protection is driven off Group 
standards more generally. Both entities operate under these common group mandated processes and 
common operating practices. I have no specific issues to note. 

– Costs of the Scheme: all costs associated with the Proposed Transfer will be borne by the shareholders of 
AZLBR and the impact is not material to the level of shareholder funds available. Therefore, in my opinion 
the implementation of the Scheme will not have an adverse effect on the fair treatment of policyholders 
in this regard. I have no specific issues to note. 

– Current practices, service standards, and complaints: as the management of the AZLBR book is aligned 
with that of AZSNA, there is no change for any of the policyholders.  

– Policyholder Communications: I have reviewed the letter sent to policyholders with the offer in 2018 and 
I have also received the supplementary information provided as part of the take up of a new policy. I 
understand that this supplementary information was not provided at the time of the letter. The letter in 
itself would not be sufficient to allow a decision to be made. The supplementary information was 
provided by the sales agent if the policyholder requested it and this was effectively new business 
literature rather than customised technical analysis of the offer put in place by AZLBR and AZSNA. Overall 
the letter and the supplementary information would also be much less detailed than the information 
pack policyholders would receive if they were undergoing a portfolio transfer process. Such material 
would include much more information to allow a policyholder make an informed decision. Therefore, I 
consider the communication process to policyholders to be weak based on the information presented to 
me.  
As Approved Actuary I have assessed whether you should reissue analysis to support the decision 
policyholders made. As my conclusion is supportive of the portfolio transfer and the activities have taken 
place, I am comfortable with the proposed communications to take place which are in line with any other 
such portfolio transfer process i.e. there will be a circular, a notice for publication in the local newspaper 
in Lebanon, documents will be made available for inspection etc; however, policyholders will be provided 
with a copy of a summary of my Report. 
Given my findings above and with the agreement of the BMA, I am comfortable with this communication 
approach.  
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– Terms and conditions: typically I do not expect to see a change to policy terms and conditions as a result 
of a portfolio transfer. I note that the terms and conditions across AZLBR and AZSNA policies are generally 
aligned for their common products. However I note that as a result of the transferring policyholders 
taking out new policies, enhanced terms and conditions have been offered as noted in Section 2.1.1 in 
compensation for potentially any adverse impacts as a result of surrendering their AZLBR policy to take 
out the new AZSNA policy. I have assessed the enhancements / adverse impacts to assess whether 
policyholders were disadvantaged. I note: 

• Term policies: 
– I note that the sum assured was increased by 5%, annual premiums were kept unchanged or were 

reduced (depending on the rates that had been applied by AZLBR). No medical underwriting for 
transferring policyholders was required.  

– I note the extra 5% cover and this was applied as policyholders suffer inheritance tax on the 
proceeds on the policyholders death of 5%. For existing AZLBR policyholders in Bermuda, no such 
tax applies by the insurance company as any tax liability becomes the responsibility of the estate 
in terms of what needs to be paid to the tax authorities.   

– So I consider that term policyholders were not disadvantaged.  

• Universal Life: 
– On surrender of existing AZLBR policies by the transferring policyholders, exit fees could have been 

applied by AZLBR based on the policy terms and conditions. These exit fees were waived. This is 
appropriate. 

– As for Term policies, the sum assured under the new AZSNA policy was increased by 5%. In this 
instance annual premiums were kept unchanged. For Term policies, the premiums in some cases 
were reduced but for universal life policies, while the underlying mortality charges were kept 
unchanged or were reduced, the overall premium paid by the policyholder was unchanged and 
meant more of the premium ultimately was invested for future savings. No medical underwriting 
for transferring policyholders was required. This is appropriate. 

– I note more generally that AZSNA for their policies would apply a tax on the investment gains 
under the policy of 10% on surrender or at maturity and pay this over to the tax authorities in 
Lebanon directly. There is no requirement in Bermuda and AZLBR do not deduct any tax. A further 
enhancement was that insurance charges were reduced on the policies, though noting that the 
lower charges were not directly linked to tax and were more reflective of lower charges and 
newer/ more modern funds. The impact of the lower insurance charges was that on a projected 
basis it would give a higher projected maturity value. A number of illustrations on a comparable 
basis were provided to demonstrate that the projected maturity amounts under the new AZSNA 
policy net of tax on investment gains were more attractive than those under the AZLBR policy. I 
did sample test and compare the projected values over the lifetime of the contract for a sample 
of policies, AZSNA net of tax position and the AZLBR position, and no material issues arose. 

– As noted, AZSNA for their savings policies would apply a tax on the investment gain under the 
policy of 10% and pay this over to the tax authorities in Lebanon. There is no requirement in 
Bermuda and AZLBR do not deduct any tax. It is the responsibility of the policyholder to assess 
whether any tax is required to be paid based on their own personal circumstances. So there was 
a potential exposure for some of these policyholders, to which they suffered a tax payment as a 
result of surrendering the policy. However I can only speculate that as the surrender process was 
organised between the Scheme Entities and the proceeds were reinvested in the new policy, the 
issue of any tax on investment gains possibly did not arise. Unless transferring policyholders were 
written to, it is not possible to assess whether any of these policyholders suffered a tax payment. 
Overall, the personal tax position of transferring policyholders could have been worsened as a 
result of the process but this is not possible to assess.  

– Overall I consider the enhancements to be a genuine attempt by AZSNA to make sure that the 
transferring policyholders were no worse off as a result of surrendering their AZLBR policies and 
taking out an equivalent new AZSNA policy. 
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– As nothing has changed for AZSNA policyholders, I do not comment further on them. From their 
perspective, the transferring policyholders are simply new business policyholders with slightly 
more attractive new business terms. 

2.2 Conclusion 
Having considered the impact of the Scheme on both the transferring policyholders of AZLBR and the existing 
policyholders of AZSNA it is my opinion that: 

• The Scheme will not have a material adverse effect on the reasonable benefit expectations of any of 
the policyholders involved. Therefore, in my view, policyholders will not be materially adversely 
affected by the proposed Scheme. 

My opinion in relation to AZLBR and AZSNA is based on: 

• my review of all the pertinent historic and current information provided by AZLBR and AZSNA; and 

• discussions with the management of AZLBR and AZSNA. 

My assessments are made in the context of the regulatory regime in Bermuda and the regulatory regime in 
Lebanon. 

I am comfortable with the planned communication under the Scheme to the relevant policyholders. 

             

       

_________________________________   27 July 2022 

Bran Morrissey, FSAI     Date  

Approved Actuary 

KPMG in Ireland 
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3 Transferor: Allianz Life Bermuda 

Limited 
3.1 Overview  
3.1.1 Structure and background 
Allianz Life Bermuda Limited (“AZLBR”) was incorporated in Bermuda in 1976 and licensed as Class C for Long-
Term insurers as well as a Class 3 for General Business insurance. It is wholly owned by Allianz SE. The corporate 
structure is set down below. 

 
I note in relation to the corporate structure: 

• Allianz MENA Holding is a holding company with no direct business. 

• Allianz SNA was founded in 1963, ALBR in 1976 and Axioma in 1991. 

• Axioma was liquidated in 2011 and the company does not exist anymore. 

• Allianz SNA is based in Lebanon and follows the Lebanese jurisdiction. 

• AZLBR and Allianz SNA became part of Allianz Group in 2008. 

Although AZLBR has both licenses, the business written in the last 5 years has been restricted to long-term 
policies following the group decision to channel all the non-life possible accepted reinsurance cessions directly 
to a group reinsurance carrier, Allianz Re, rather than passing by any of its operating entities in order to reduce 
complexity. Moreover, the company did not write any long-term reinsurance business in 2020 (new and 
renewal) and did not issue any direct policies.  

The development of both accepted and direct business was relatively slow in the past few years as the ultimate 
ownership of AZLBR changed from Assurance Generale de France to Allianz SE and accordingly any new 
reinsurance business is channelled to the head office in Germany, and the new direct business was stopped at 
year-end 2017 in order to reduce complexity in the Group. Moreover, the political changes in the MENA region 

Allianz SE
Germany

Allianz MENA Holding
Bermuda

Allianz Life Bermuda
Bermuda

Axioma
Cyprus

Allianz SNA
Lebanon
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were more favourable to a standby position until the situation became clearer.  AZLBR is closed to new business 
and is entering into the liquidation phase as decided by its board of directors and shareholder. 

I note that the existing direct policies were either:  

• cancelled (following an exercise in 2018 whereby policyholders took out new policies with Allianz SNA 
– these policyholders are the subject of my Report); or  

• purported to be transferred in bulk in December 2018 (i.e. 167 policies) via a shareholder agreement 
between the parties on the same terms and conditions to AZSNA, the sister company of AZLBR and fully 
owned by Allianz SE (noting that the AZLBR transfer was not valid without Court Approval pursuant to 
Section 25 of the Insurance Act). The remaining in-force transferred policies were transferred back to 
AZLBR in mid-2020 arising from a review and challenge of the transaction by the BMA. Since then these 
policyholders have been contacted and their policies have either matured, surrendered or cancelled so 
these are not in my scope. 

I note that the reinsurance accepted business was run off fully, the in-force exposure commuted with effect 
from 1 January 2018 and there have been no new renewals since 1 January 2018. 

3.1.2 Nature of business written 
AZLBR’s gross written premiums are generated only from direct life business targeting clients from the Middle 
East region. AZLBR has not issued any non-life contracts for more than 5 years and any accepted life reinsurance 
business since 2018. It is outside of the scope to comment more widely on these other historic lines of business. 

The direct business comes from the acquisition of Axioma Insurance’s portfolio in 2010 (the company that was 
fully owned by AZLBR and liquidated in 2013). The direct business is mainly universal (with investment) and term 
life products as summarised below: 

Product Description  

Libertas • Flexible protection benefits with various insurance covers and riders 
• Multiple investment options according to the client’s risk preferences  

Paterfamilias • Protecting the insured’s income 
• Spouse Income Benefit for a fixed period 
• Securing his retirement amount 
• Protecting the schooling of the insured’s children 

Universitas • Protecting the schooling and university tuitions of the insured’s children  
Dasi • Term life plan 

• Lump Sum Payment in case of death   
• Additional optional riders including accident and critical illness 

Source: Introduction to AZ Life Bermuda presentation 

3.1.3 Portfolio statistics 
The development and profile of the direct business since 2011 to 31 December 2017 are:  

Product Premiums (US $’m) Policy Count Reserves (US $’m) 

1 November 2011 1.99 532 13.17 

31 December 2017 1.97 403 13.13 
Source: Introduction to AZ Life Bermuda presentation 

The business did not develop as planned in the period to mid-2018 when policyholders were offered new policies 
in AZSNA or to surrender their policies. The profile since the offer in June 2018, of policyholders who accepted 
new policies, surrendered or could not be contacted, is set out below: 

Year New contract Cancelled Total 

2018 162 74 236 
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2019 80 38 118 

2020/21/22 10 39 49 

  TOTAL 252 151 403 

Total Initial Policies   403 
Source: Introduction to AZ Life Bermuda presentation 

Therefore my Report focuses on the 252 policyholders who accepted new contracts in the period from June 
2018.  

3.2 Solvency Profile 
3.2.1 Solvency reporting requirements 
AZLBR is regulated by the BMA. 

The Bermuda regulatory framework is built upon the quantitative, qualitative, and supervisory pillars. The 
regime is a risk-based one and was enhanced in the past few years so as to achieve equivalence with the 
European Solvency II framework. On November 26, 2015, the European Commission granted full equivalence to 
the BMA. 

Under the BMA’s regime, AZLBR is expected to comply with the following: 

• Submission of the Bermuda Solvency and Capital Requirements 

• Submission of the Bermuda Economic Balance Sheet 

• Submission of the Commercial Insurer’s Solvency Self-Assessment 

• Submission and disclosure of the Financial Condition Report 

• Submission of the Condensed GAAP and Bermuda Statutory Statements 

• Adherence to other Bermuda requirements. 

This information has been shared with me. 

3.2.2 Current solvency position 
Under the BMA’s Economic Balance Sheet basis, all assets and liabilities are to be fair valued under the BMA’s 
EBS valuation hierarchy. In particular, all technical provisions must be valued under the EBS Technical provision 
framework, which is an economic approach. Some key components of the EBS Technical provision framework 
includes:  

• Adopting a best estimate approach where liabilities are valued at an economic value using the best 
estimate of probability weighted cash flows, without addition of prudence. 

• An explicit calculation of risk margin. 

• Required use of stochastic methods for valuation of material and complex options and guarantees 
(AZLBR does not have material or complex options or guarantees). 

• Discounting using a risk-free discount curve with limited adjustments to reflect risk characteristics of 
liabilities. AZLBR uses the relevant rates as published by the BMA in the calculation of the Technical 
provisions. 

• Explicitly accounting for expenses in the cash flow model. 

The regulatory position of AZLBR is summarised in the table below: 

Economic Balance Sheet 
$'000  

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Total Assets 29,950 11,856 6,126 8,414 6,460 

Direct Liabilities 15,973 0 0 332 269 

Accepted Liabilities 4,136 0 0 0 0 
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Other Liabilities 708 2446 93 2,244 620 

Total Liabilities 20,817 2,446 93 2,576 889 

Total Statutory Surplus and Capital 9133 9,410 6,033 5,838 5,571 

Capital Requirement  
(subject to minimum of US$500k) 

1,915 500 500 500 500 

Solvency Ratio 467% 1768% 818% 1624% 1,893% 
Source: CISSA and Financial Condition Reports 

The capital required under the BMA assessment involves the application of a number of factor-based stresses 
to the balance sheet. These drive a capital requirement at December 2021 of $0.5m (which is the minimum level 
of capital to be held as the calculated figure is below it at US$0.36m) for AZLBR. The capital required largely 
arises in respect of market risk at 31 December 2021. Given surplus assets of US$5.6m in the corresponding 
period, as at December 2020, AZLBR is well capitalised under the BMA regime. 

Dividends have been paid by AZLBR over the past number of years – no dividend has been paid in respect of 
2020. I note the change in surplus and capital profile in 2019 which is due to the timing of dividend payments. 

I note that post 31 December 2017, the accepted reinsurance business was commuted and the direct policies 
were transferred hence the reference to zero liabilities in the table above and capital being at the floor of 
US$0.5m.  The direct liabilities of US$332k relates to the policyholders who were transferred over to AZSNA in 
2018 and transferred back to AZLBR in 2020. 

3.2.3 Projected solvency position 
Based on the profile of solvency, the projected solvency position is not particularly meaningful. The level of 
solvency is not particularly sensitive at this stage. 

3.2.4 Financial position 
I have been provided with statutory financial statements for AZLBR and no additional insights need to be set out 
to supplement the regulatory analysis above.  

3.3 Investment Profile 
3.3.1 Nature of assets 
Investment management is undertaken on behalf of AZLBR by AZSNA. AZLBR follows a well-defined investment 
strategy that consists of a diversified portfolio, high graded securities (mainly fixed income) and counterparties 
(objective to be at least A according to S&P) and reducing the exposure to volatile instruments such as equity. 
The profile of the assets over the last 5 years is set out below.  

Assets in 1,000 USD 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Cash - 786 6,915 340 451 

Government Bonds 11,038 6,064 - 6,117 4,648 

Lebanon - - - - - 

Europe 1,654 1,360 - - - 

USA 2,271 - - 2,934 2,805 

GCC 6,647 4,280 - 3,183 1,843 

Asia 466 424 - - - 

Corporate Bonds 5,136 3,733 - 1,231 1,109 

AAA - - - - - 

AA 200 - - - - 

A 1,653 1,548 - - - 
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BBB 3,283 2,185 - 1,231 1,109 

Property - - - - - 

Funds - - - - - 

Total 16,174 10,583 6,915 7,688 6,208 
Source: CISSA and Financial Condition Reports 

3.4 Reinsurance 
There has been no reinsurance in place since 1 January 2018. Prior to that AZLBR ceded exposure to Allianz Re 
(an internal group reinsurance carrier) as well as Swiss Re and Hannover Re, both highly rated by S&P, in respect 
of acceptance reinsurance and direct business. AZLBR retained the first layer and ceded the excess above the 
layer to the 3 reinsurers in line with Swiss Re recommendations. The reinsurance structure was chosen to limit 
the impact due to high or catastrophic claims.  The approach was designed to be consistent with AZSNA too. 

3.5 Risk Profile and Management  
3.5.1 Overview of risks 
Risk management is an important topic for AZLBR. The risk management function at AZLBR plays a key role in 
defining the global strategy of the company and it is involved in most of the major decisions with a visibility over 
all the departments. In order to make things more practical, different committees have been established where 
the risk management function is involved as per the below: 

• Executive and Management Committee (EC and MC): who meet on a weekly basis to follow the day to 
day business of the company in all its aspects. 

• Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee (GRC): who meet on a monthly basis (ad-hoc of needed) 
in presence of all directors and any specialized persons depending on the topic to mainly discuss of any 
potential risk whatsoever on the company and the actions to remediate. 

• Financial Committee (FiCo): who meet on half yearly basis (ad-hoc of needed) to set the financial 
strategy of the company including financial performances, limits, counterparties, credit, assets liabilities 
management, etc. 

The risks identification comes from 4 sources:  

• Catalogue of risks that is provided by the group based on the worldwide experience. 

• Risk circulars provided by the regulators. 

• Internal discussions in the GRC committee. 

• Discussions with the head of departments including the experienced colleagues.  

A risk identification process is undertaken at least annually and given the small size of the portfolio, there are 
c40 identified risks which are monitored and tracked. 

To enforce the risk management within AZLBR, processes, policies and standards were developed that would 
also make the flow of work and transactions clearer and auditable. They also allow the company to have in a 
formal way (i) Risk identification, (ii) Risk assessment, (iii) Risk response and control activities, (iv) Risk 
monitoring, and (v) Risk reporting. The process is implemented and conducted within the confines of a clearly 
defined Risk strategy and Risk appetite and periodically assessed for adequacy. The Risk Strategy is a core 
element of AZLBR’s risk management framework. Its objective is to define the overall risk appetite with respect 
to all material qualitative and quantitative risks in a manner that takes into account shareholders’ expectations 
as communicated by Allianz Group and requirements imposed by the Regulator.  

The key risks AZLBR would focus on, particularly when the portfolio was more material prior to 2018, are market 
risk, credit risk, underwriting risk, business risk, operational risk, reputational risk, liquidity risk and strategic risk.  
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Given the risk profile of AZLBR at 31 December 2021, the main risk relates to market risk and also to executing 
the liquidation of the company in line with the requirements of the BMA and regularising how policyholders 
were transferred and managed since 2018. 

3.5.2 Risk issues 
The current risk issue is executing on the regulatory requirements to enable AZLBR to be liquidated. 

3.5.3 Governance 
The BMA’s Code of Conduct requires that every insurer establish and maintain a sound corporate governance 
framework which provides for appropriate oversight of the insurer’s business and adequately recognizes and 
protects the interest of policyholders. Oversight responsibilities of the board and senior officers include the 
adoption of an effective risk management and internal controls framework. That framework should include 
periodic reviews to ensure that key material risks are properly assessed and monitored with appropriate actions 
taken as deemed necessary. 

The company has access to employees in different hierarchical levels and departments such as underwriting, 
front line and back office, accounting, finance; and AZLBR benefits from the assistance of the group and sister 
companies in these fields. At this stage, AZLBR is reliant on AZSNA for all of its support. 

The strategy defined by the board members including the risk appetite, any new lines of business, products, 
solvency, etc. should be approved by the parent company in Germany.  

The figures are presented (by the CEO and CFO) at least twice a year (i.e. Strategic and Planning Dialogues) to 
get the high level approval, and then coordination between the teams from AZLBR and Group is necessary (at 
least monthly and on ad-hoc) for all the details (product approval, structure, etc.). 

AZLBR applies a “Three-lines-of-defence” model with graduated control responsibilities:  

• The first line of defence is performed in the business through the management of day-to-day activities, 
risk management and controls.  

• The second line of defence (Actuarial, Risk, Legal & Compliance) provides independent oversight and 
challenge of the day-to-day risk taking and controls by the first line.  

• The third line of defence (Internal Auditor) provides independent assurance across the first and second 
lines.  

In terms of the Internal Control System, AZLBR has defined a set of procedures and systems to ensure a good 
flow of work and reduce the risks to an acceptable level. Different reports are required by the management and 
the Group to monitor the processes of the company and be sure that it is in line with the norms of the group.  

Further detail was provided by AZLBR on the roles and responsibilities of the key functions including Actuarial, 
Risk, Compliance, Business Continuity Management and Internal Audit which is in line with my expectations. 

Ultimately the risk management framework, internal control systems, key functions and processes and 
procedures reflect the overall group mandated arrangements in place. 

3.6 Operational Arrangements 
All of the operational arrangements for AZLBR are handled by AZSNA. This was a key concern of the BMA and 
was referenced in the public reporting of the regulatory matter referred to in Section 3.8 below. 

3.7 Complaints and Litigation 
There were no current complaints and litigation from policyholders that AZLBR are acting on. 

3.8 Other Regulatory Matters 
The key outstanding regulatory matter relates to completing the portfolio transfer process. Historical regulatory 
matters have now been settled in the period including a settlement with the BMA in respect of certain Insurance 



kpmg 
 

18 
 

and AML matters – it was confirmed in the media at the date of this report, the payment of a fine to settle these 
issues for US$1.7m including the intention to liquidate the Company. There are no other regulatory matters that 
have been noted to me. 

3.9 Fair Expectations 
AZLBR consider that fair expectations are generally met considering the below: 

• Security of benefits: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that their benefits are secure and will be 
paid as they fall due. AZLBR comply with the BMA regulatory requirements and Allianz Group mandated 
requirements. 

• Terms and conditions: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the Terms and Conditions will not 
be amended over time, or are only changed so as to enhance the offering to policyholders. This particular 
aspect is considered in more detail in Section 6 and 7. 

• Entitlement to benefits: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that valid claims will be paid in 
accordance with policy terms and conditions. Product information does not confer any particular additional 
reasonable expectations over and above the contractual provisions.  

• Service standards: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the services they receive will be 
provided in a professional manner, and that claims and enquiries will be dealt with promptly. 

• Discretion: AZLBR does not have participating contracts in place, so the main consideration regarding the 
application of discretion is with regard to investment management decisions, including setting the crediting 
rates on the Universal Life policies. These rates are not guaranteed from period to period and no expectation 
has been created in that regard including no floor on the return that can be credited. A profile of the crediting 
rates are set out below for both Scheme Entities: 

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

AZLBR 3.5-4.5% 3.5-4.5% 3.5-4.5% n/a n/a n/a 

AZSNA Securities 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.25% 0.5% 0.5% 
* The average Gross earned rate for AZSNA was in the range of 6.0% except in 2020 where it was -15.5% (due to the 

impairment). At AZLBR, it was in the range of 4.0% but AZLBR were crediting higher for some policies due to their small 
numbers and till a solution to this portfolio was found. There is no contractual wording for a floor to the returns that can 
be credited, however, AZSNA/ AZLBR never credited negative rates and the lower one was for 2020 which was 0.50% for 
Az SNA. The same approach and philosophy has been applied to the Scheme Entities over the years. 
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4 Transferee: Allianz SNA  
4.1 Overview  
4.1.1 Structure 
Allianz SNA s.a.l. (“AZSNA”) underwrites life and non-life insurance risks, such as those associated with death, 
health, property and casualty. It is incorporated in Lebanon and registered at the Commercial Court in Beirut 
under No 12461. It is regulated by the Insurance Control Commission (ICC) at the Ministry of Economy and 
Commerce. AZSNA’s immediate parent is Allianz MENA Holding (Bermuda) Limited. The ultimate parent is Allianz 
SE. The corporate structure is set down below. 

 
I note in relation to the corporate structure: 

• Allianz MENA Holding is a holding company with no direct business. 

• Allianz SNA was founded in 1963, AZLBR in 1976 and Axioma in 1991. 

• Axioma was liquidated in 2011 and the company does not exist anymore. 

• Allianz SNA is based in Lebanon and follows the Lebanese jurisdiction. 

• AZLBR and AZSNA became part of Allianz Group in 2008. 

4.1.2 Nature of business written 
According to AZSNA’s Bylaws, the Company’s objective is to engage in insurance and reinsurance activities. All 
of the Company’s activities are conducted in accordance with Decree no. 9812, dated May 4 1968, regulating 
Insurance companies in Lebanon and its implantation regulations as well as any other relevant laws and 
regulations prevailing in Lebanon. The Company undertakes its activity under the supervision of the ICC. The 
Company provides corporate and individual solutions as listed hereunder: 

 

Allianz SE
Germany

Allianz MENA Holding
Bermuda

Allianz Life Bermuda
Bermuda

Axioma
Cyprus

Allianz SNA
Lebanon
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Source: AZSNA governance and control policy document 

As can be seen from the table above, the ‘Retirement and Life’ products are generally consistent with those 
offered by AZLBR and outlined in Section 3.1.2. However, the product range offered by AZSNA is wider and more 
comprehensive reflecting its status as the No 1 insurance provider in the Lebanon market based on management 
information provided. 

4.1.3 Portfolio statistics 
The profile of the in-force business at 31 December 2021 is summarised below – for comparison purposes I have 
illustrated the figures in US$. I note the figures were originally in LBP£ and I have used the FX rate as noted in 
Section 1.8. 

Category Premiums in the period 
(US$) 

Policy Count Reserves 
(US$) 

Life 51,376,968 25,099 326,666,022  

Non-Life 79,134,352 49,195 86,899,801  

Total 130,511,320 74,294 413,565,823 
Source: AZSNA analysis 

The scale of the business is significantly larger than the AZLBR business. 

I note that the profile of new business in period 2018 (which is the year in which the AZLBR policyholders initially 
took out new policies) through to 2021 is outlined below: 

Product Year 1 Premium (US$) Policy Count Reserves (US$) 

2018 41,347,672  37,060  27,525,287  

Life 22,715,889  7,380  15,973,581  

Non-Life 18,631,783  29,680  11,551,706  

2019 37,603,614  33,452  25,339,750  
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Life 23,568,327  4,603  17,479,989  

Non-Life 14,035,287  28,849  7,859,761  

2020 22,376,630  15,592  24,981,140  

Life 13,463,846  1,130  11,077,197  

Non-Life 8,912,784  14,462  13,903,943  

2021 33,803,054 27,769 20,220,217 

Life 18,132,477 5,302 11,475,871 

Non-Life 15,670,577 22,467 8,744,346 
Source: AZSNA analysis 

The new business figures are useful to illustrate the scale of new business AZSNA, compared to the volume of 
policies originated from AZLBR i.e. 5,302 new policies with an annual premium of cUS$11m issued by AZSNA in 
2021 compared to the 251 policies over effectively a 2 year period from end 2018 to end 2020 in scope of my 
review with an annual premium of cUS$0.7m.  

4.2 Financial and Solvency Profile 
4.2.1 Solvency reporting requirements 
AZSNA is regulated by the ICC. It is a much less developed regime compared to the regulatory regime in place 
by the BMA. 

In summary, statutory financial statements are prepared which for AZSNA are in line with IFRS, and these are 
utilised in both financial statements and regulatory reporting. 

In addition, regulatory capital requirements are codified and are generally factor based i.e. by reference to 
premiums. Solvency is assessed by ensuring risk weighted assets exceed technical liabilities with a margin of at 
least the capital requirement. 

4.2.2 Current solvency position 
The regulatory position of AZSNA is summarised in the table below for the same period as illustrated for AZLBR 
in Section 3.2. For comparison purposes I have illustrated the figures in US$. I note the figures were originally in 
LBP£ and I have used the FX rate as noted in Section 1.8. 

 
US$’000,000 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Total Assets 510.5 525.8 519.9 570.8 495.5 

Non-Life (gross) 49.5 49.7 46.6 119.7 86.8 

Life (gross) 366.6 384.7 404.9 372.2 326.6 

Total Liabilities (including Other Liabilities) 447.5 466.5 489.5 542.7 456.4 

Shareholder Equity 63.1 59.3 30.4 28.0 39.1 

Deductions/ restrictions 10.7 6.3 10.9 9.8 8.2 

Available Capital 53.7 54.2 19.6 18.8 30.9 

GWP  140.8 145.8 152.3 135.6 130.5 

GWP 10% - Required 14.1 14.6 15.2 13.6 13.1 

Solvency 381% 372% 128% 139% 237% 
Source: Statutory financial statements 2017-2021 
Note: There was a restatement of the YE19 position due to impairments. The regulatory filing figures are outlined above with shareholder 
equity of US$30.4m; the restatements which were processed as part of the YE20 would have impaired the shareholder equity position and 
it would have been negative cUS$38m, a reduction of cUS$68m to the value of the assets included in the regulatory balance sheet. 

The key observation is that AZSNA suffered a significant impairment to its balance sheet in 2019 arising 
effectively from the default by the Lebanon government of its US$ Eurobond holdings. This led to AZSNA being 
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effectively insolvent as noted above at 31 December 2019 when the final impairment analysis was implemented.  
This is clearly set out in its restated statutory financial statements. AZSNA’s exposure to the US$ Eurobonds was 
cUS$220m and an impairment of 45% was taken i.e. cUS$104m. No information has been provided by the 
Lebanon government as to what their likely offer to creditors will ultimately be as a result of their default. The 
impairment charge recognised reflects input from Allianz Group and insights from Moody’s more generally on 
these matters, so there is still risk with the financial position. As a result of the impairments, additional capital 
was paid in of US$90m. The financial position has been restored at 31 December 2020 due to this capital 
injection. The position remains broadly unchanged though the risk exposure is reduced. 

AZSNA was profitable in 2017/2018 but suffered losses in 2019 which flowed into 2020 as well due to the asset 
impairments.  

I note that the most recent solvency information for AZSNA at 31 December 2021, indicates shareholder equity 
of US$39.1m (much improved in 2021), regulatory equity of US$30.9m and regulatory capital of US$13.1m giving 
a solvency ratio of 237% which is an improvement on the YE19 and YE20 positions. 

4.2.3 Projected solvency position 
AZSNA have shared their current business plan. The key attributes of the plan which focus on recovery of the 
business from the significant financial shock in 2019/ 2020 include: 

• 2022: gross written premium back to 2019 levels 

• 2023: Profitability back to 2019 levels 

• 2024: Start of re-distribution of dividends 

• 2027:  Payback of capital injection. 

4.2.4 Sensitivities 
AZSNA have prepared sensitivities relating to counterparty, concentration, credit and interest rate exposures. 
The sensitivity testing is not prepared on a Lebanon regulatory basis but on a Solvency I basis (which is the 
European stand prior to the implementation of Solvency II) – it is slightly more onerous but still not risk based. 
Reporting to the Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee has been provided in relation to sensitivity 
testing. This indicates a reasonably robust solvency position to a range of stresses with the solvency position 
being maintained. The stresses are calibrated to represent a 1-in-5 year event as per the financial limit 
framework for Allianz entities outside of the EU. However another or a further impairment event would be far 
more material than the stresses assessed so it remains at this stage a key risk exposure and a material source of 
uncertainty. 

4.2.5 Capital Management 
AZSNA have a capital management policy in place. The overall management ratio is a level of capitalisation which 
ensures compliance with regulatory requirements even after moderately severe financial stresses or losses from 
the insurance portfolio. The Management Ratio is defined annually in the planning dialogue, therefore, it is 
based on planned risk sensitivities and stays constant in one-year controlling cycle.  

• Management Ratio = 100% + Solvency Ratio - Stress Impact 

There are a number of thresholds in which actions are considered based on the Management Ratio 

• Alert Barrier: Management Ratio – Max(10%, 25% xStress Impact) 

• Action Barrier: Management Ratio – Max(15%, 50% xStress Impact) 

• Upper Barrier: Management Ratio + Max(10%, 25% xStress Impact) 

At end 2019, the management ratio was derived as 128% (which was breached given the restatements) and at 
end 2020, it was derived as 122% (again which was breached given the end 2020 solvency position but the 
solvency position while below the Alert Barrier was above the Action Barrier. At end 2021, the management 
ratio was derived as 124% with an Upper Barrier of 134% compared to the solvency position of 237%. 
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4.3 Investment Profile 
4.3.1 Nature of assets 
Investment management is delivered locally by AZSNA with the support of the Group. AZSNA follows a well-
defined investment strategy that consists of a diversified portfolio, high graded securities (mainly fixed income) 
and counterparties (objective to be at least A according to S&P) and reducing the exposure to volatile 
instruments such as equity. The profile of the financial assets over the last 5 years is set out below. For 
comparison purposes I have illustrated the figures in US$. I note the figures were originally in LBP£ and I have 
used the FX rate as noted in Section 1.8. 

Assets in USD$’000 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Cash 52,450  53,197  63,547  45,058 16,873 

Government Bonds 249,898  266,291  261,268  251,546  187,582 

Lebanon 207,764  228,350  227,832  228,641  165,560 

Europe 4,092  2,991  3,297  3,407  2,874 

USA 7,455  6,858  7,487  4,896  5,653 

GCC 28,535  26,182  20,516  12,432  11,392 

Asia 2,052  1,910  2,136  2,170  2,103 

Corporate Bonds 46,785  42,492  48,856  36,057  36,954 

AAA     - 

AA 9,575  3,833  4,135  1,181  296 

A 12,880  13,489  16,777  16,958  10,990 

BBB 24,330  25,170  27,944  17,918  25,668 

Property 10,000  10,000  10,000  10,000  10,000 

Funds 3,605  3,316  1,141  1,126  46,110 

Total 362,738  375,296  384,812  343,787  297,519 
Source: AZSNA analysis 

There has been no material change to the investment strategy arising from the default / impairment issues noted 
above. AZSNA have created some funds of basket of assets (such as real estate, corporate funds, etc.) for new 
cashflows to be invested to reduce the risk to Lebanon bonds etc. 

I note that the new capital provided by Allianz Group is outside of Lebanon so is not exposed to the Lebanon 
government and further impairments. 

4.3.2 Crediting rates 
I note that the investment returns are used to support the universal life crediting rate. As highlighted in Section 
3.9, a profile of the crediting rates are set out below for both Scheme Entities: 

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

AZLBR 3.5-4.5% 3.5-4.5% 3.5-4.5% n/a n/a n/a 

AZSNA Securities 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.25% 0.5% 0.5% 
Source: AZSNA analysis 
* The average Gross earned rate for AZSNA was in the range of 6.0% except in 2020 where it was -15.5% (due to the impairment). At AZLBR, 

it was in the range of 4.0% but AZLBR were crediting higher for some policies due to their small numbers and till a solution to this portfolio 
was found. There is contractual wording for the floor, however, AZSNA/ AZLBR never credited negative rates and the lower one was for 
2020 which was 0.50% for Az SNA. The same approach and philosophy has been applied to the Scheme Entities over the years. 

4.4 Reinsurance 
The reinsurance arrangements in place are naturally more complex than AZLBR. A summary of the AZSNA 
treaties in force in 2020 was provided to me. This breaks down the cover by the different insurance classes and 
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risk exposures. As for AZLBR, AZSNA cede exposure to Allianz Re (an internal group reinsurance carrier) as well 
as Swiss Re and Hannover Re, both highly rated by S&P, in respect of life and non-life business. AZSNA retain the 
first layer and cede the excess above the layer to the 3 reinsurers in line with Swiss Re recommendations, who 
manage the program. The reinsurance structure was chosen to limit the impact due to high or catastrophic 
claims. 

4.5 Risk Profile and Management  
4.5.1 Overview of risks 
Risk management is an important topic for AZSNA. The risk management function at AZSNA plays a key role in 
defining the global strategy of the company and it is involved in most of the major decisions with a visibility over 
all the departments. Given the scale and increased complexity of AZSNA relative to AZLBR, the nature of the risk 
management arrangements are more extensive than those documented in Section 3.5. To support the Board of 
Directors, different internal committees have been established where the risk management function is involved 
as per the below: 

• Board of Management (BoM): who meet bi-weekly and are responsible for setting the overall strategic 
of the entity. 

• Management Committee (MC): who meet on a weekly basis to follow the day-to-day business of the 
company in all its aspects. 

• Operational Committee (OC): who meet on a monthly basis with the focus on improving the work 
environment and operational procedures of the entity. 

• Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee (GRC): who meet on a monthly basis (ad-hoc of needed) 
in presence of all directors and any specialized persons depending on the topic to mainly discuss of any 
potential risk whatsoever on the company and the actions to remediate. 

• Financial Committee (FiCo): who meet on half yearly basis (ad-hoc of needed) to set the financial 
strategy of the company including financial performances, limits, counterparties, credit, assets liabilities 
management, etc. 

• Reserve Committee (ResCom): who meet quarterly to oversee and monitor the reserve balances so that 
decisions and adjustments can be made. 

4.5.2 Risk strategy 
The AZSNA Risk Strategy is a core element of the Allianz SNA risk management framework. AZSNA’s risk strategy, 
risk management principles and overall risk appetite are coordinated with and derived from AZSNA’s business 
strategy. The key elements of the risk management framework are: 

• Promotion of a strong risk management culture supported by a robust risk governance structure; 

• Consistent application of an integrated risk capital framework to protect capital and to support effective 
capital management; and 

• Integration of risk considerations and capital needs into management and decision-making processes 
through the attribution of risk and allocation of capital to the various segments. 

AZSNA’s risk appetite, defined with respect to all material qualitative and quantitative risks, is developed in a 
manner that takes into account shareholders’ expectations and requirements imposed by regulators and rating 
agencies. 

Specific risk appetite statements for AZSNA Group are provided in the “Allianz SNA Risk Appetite” document, 
which constitutes a technical annex to the AZSNA risk strategy document. 

The risk strategy is supplemented by a group-wide risk management process which is summarized below. The 
risk strategy is well integrated into the business decision processes, because the risk profiles are fundamental 
elements of the planning discussions. These discussions foster that the business strategy and risk strategy are 
constantly kept consistent with each other and that planned business targets are in line with the risk strategy 
and reasonable in view of the risk-bearing capacity.  
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Governance, roles and responsibilities with respect to risk appetite statements are defined in more detail in the 
AZSNA Risk Policy and in the Group Governance and Control Policy.  

In order to achieve sustainable returns for the shareholders, AZSNA is willing to accept and tolerate risks related 
to its core businesses (i.e., P&C and Life/Health insurance) in a controlled manner. These risk categories include 
market, credit, underwriting, business, operational, reputational, liquidity and strategic risk. Some of these eight 
risk categories may accumulate as a result of an unbalanced risk profile with one or more disproportionately 
large risks (concentration risk). Expected or possible changes to the current risk profile due to future events 
whose impacts are either unknown or subject to great uncertainty may also emerge within the eight Risk 
Categories (emerging risk). Concentration risk and emerging risk do not constitute separate risk categories. 

The individual steps of the risk management process are formally described in the Az SNA Risk Policy. 

The Top Risk Assessment (TRA), as outlined in the Allianz Standard for Top Risk Assessment, is a structured and 
systematic process implemented across the Group. Its objective is to identify and remediate significant threats 
to financial results, operational viability, reputation and the delivery of key strategic objectives, regardless of 
whether they can be quantified or not. Top risks, which have been identified as part of local TRA activities on an 
operating entity level and which may have a relevance on Group level are considered in the Group TRA.  The 
target ratings of all top risks help define the risk appetite, which is formally approved by the Board of 
Management. In case the actual risk rating is higher than the target risk rating, the risk owner is responsible for 
ensuring that a documented risk mitigation plan is in place and – if reasonable – key risk indicators are agreed 
to monitor the risk’s imminence/acuteness and/or limits are set to monitor the risk exposure for early warning 
purpose. 

The Allianz SNA Business Strategy sets medium-term objectives, which are being currently implemented through 
the five pillars of the Renewal Agenda.  The business strategy has implications for the risk strategy and risk 
management principles and, ultimately, for AZSNA’s Risk Appetite. 

4.5.3 Risk issues 
I have been provided with the GRC reporting at Q2 2021 which gives details of the KRIs on key metrics for AZSNA.  

In terms of the key indicators highlighted, I note that many would be highlighted as needing improvement as a 
general point. 

I have reviewed the top risk assessment and note the mitigants and actions in place to manage these. The detail 
is not included in my reporting.  

I have commented on the asset impairment issues which occurred in 2019/ 2020 in Section 4.3. 

4.5.4 Governance 
Allianz Group requires that its subsidiaries establish and maintain a sound corporate governance framework 
which provides for appropriate oversight of the insurer’s business and adequately recognizes and protects the 
interest of policyholders. Oversight responsibilities of the board and senior officers include the adoption of an 
effective risk management and internal controls framework. That framework should include periodic reviews to 
ensure that key material risks are properly assessed and monitored with appropriate actions taken as deemed 
necessary. This is viewed from my discussions as being more onerous than that in place by the local regulator. 

AZSNA applies a “Three-lines-of-defence” model with graduated control responsibilities:  

• The first line of defence is performed in the business through the management of day-to-day activities, 
risk management and controls.  

• The second line of defence (Actuarial, Risk, Legal & Compliance) provides independent oversight and 
challenge of the day-to-day risk taking and controls by the first line.  

• The third line of defence (Internal Auditor) provides independent assurance across the first and second 
lines.  

Further detail was provided by AZSNA on the Internal Control System and roles and responsibilities of the key 
functions including Actuarial, Risk, Compliance, Business Continuity Management and Internal Audit which is in 
line with my expectations. 
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Ultimately the risk management framework, internal control systems, key functions and processes and 
procedures reflect the overall group mandated arrangements in place. 

4.6 Operational Arrangements 
All of the operational arrangements are largely delivered in house by AZSNA with support by the Group. I have 
been provided with certain detail but do not consider it particularly relevant to reproduce detail in my Report. 

4.7 Complaints and Litigation 
There were no material complaints and litigation from policyholders that AZSNA are acting on. AZSNA have given 
some background to the engagement with the ICC more generally. 

4.8 Other Regulatory Matters 
There are no material regulatory matters open between AZSNA and ICC outside of the normal business as usual 
regulatory interactions. 

4.9 Fair Expectations 
There is no concept of Policyholders Reasonable Expectations or Treating Customer Fairly under the Lebanon 
regulatory requirements including consumer protection. AZSNA comply with all local consumer requirements 
but typically follow policies and guidelines issued by the Group. AZSNA consider that fair expectations are 
generally met considering the below: 

• Security of benefits: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that their benefits are secure and will be 
paid as they fall due. AZSNA comply with the ICC regulatory requirements. 

• Terms and conditions: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the Terms and Conditions will not 
be amended over time, or are only changed so as to enhance the offering to policyholders.  

• Entitlement to benefits: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that valid claims will be paid in 
accordance with policy terms and conditions. Product information does not confer any particular additional 
reasonable expectations over and above the contractual provisions.  

• Service standards: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the services they receive will be 
provided in a professional manner, and that claims and enquiries will be dealt with promptly. 

• Discretion: AZSNA does not have participating contracts in place, so the main consideration regarding the 
application of discretion is with regard to investment management decisions, including setting the crediting 
rates on the Universal Life policies. These rates are not guaranteed from period to period and no expectation 
has been created in that regard. There is a shift to unit linked being implemented as these are viewed as 
lower risk and less capital/ equity and earnings intensive. 
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5 The Proposals 
5.1 Background 
At the date of this Report, AZLBR is closed to new business and wishes to relinquish its insurance licence to the 
BMA and liquidate the Company. Rather that transfer policyholders to AZSNA via a Court process and the 
approval of the BMA (as noted in Section 1.1), AZLBR took the decision to write to all its in-force policyholders 
offering a new policy with AZSNA or to surrender their policy in 2018.  

As expected, some policyholders accepted the offer of a new AZSNA policy and surrendered their existing AZLBR 
policy (i.e. transferring policyholders and in my scope) and others surrendered their AZLBR policies (i.e. out of 
scope and not considered). At the time, there were some policyholders who could not be contacted. The 
policyholders who could not be contacted were effectively transferred to AZSNA via a shareholder transfer 
agreement in December 2018. Further work was done to continue to identify those policyholders who could not 
be contacted in the original exercise. Arising from challenge by the BMA, the transfer of those policyholders to 
AZSNA was unwound and they were transferred back to AZLBR in 2020. These policyholders have since been 
contacted and their policies have matured, been surrendered or cancelled and are not in my scope. 

Following a period of discussions with the BMA, it has been agreed to now formally undertake a portfolio 
transfer process. As Approved Actuary, I will report to the Court on my assessment that policyholders’ interests 
were/ are not disadvantaged by the actions of AZLBR and AZSNA at the time. So the surrender/ take up of a new 
policy can be viewed as equivalent to a Court portfolio transfer.  

5.2 Scheme 
In Bermuda, the proposed transfer of direct long-term insurance business from one entity to another must be 
approved by the Supreme Court of Bermuda (the “Bermuda Court”). As part of the application to the Bermuda 
Court for an order to sanction a transfer of long-term insurance business, the application must be accompanied 
by a report on the terms of the Scheme by an independent actuary, called the Approved Actuary, in conformance 
to Section 25 of the Bermuda Insurance Act 1978. 

The Scheme is unusual in that despite the transfer being invalid for want of Court Approval, the current 
application is being made to effectively formalise the activities undertaken by the Scheme Entities from a legal 
and regulatory perspective in 2018, which are not legally effective until Court Approval is granted. The Scheme 
will effectively recognise the activities undertaken in 2018 relating to the surrender of AZLBR policies and take 
up of new AZSNA policies. There was no formal consideration paid by the Scheme Entities though enhancements 
were offered by AZSNA to transferring policyholders to attempt to put them in the same position as they were 
as AZLBR policyholders. The Scheme documents provided to me reflect my understanding as noted above. 

5.3 Business to be considered 
The business to be considered relates only to the transferring policyholders who were given the offer in 2018 
and transferred subsequently to surrender their AZLBR policies and take out new AZSNA policies. No other 
policies are in scope of my work.  

5.4 Continuity of Proceedings 
In the normal portfolio transfer, any future legal proceedings against AZLBR in relation to the transferring policies 
would become the responsibility of AZSNA. The Scheme would normally anticipate this. 

There is no mechanism in the Scheme whereby legal or regulatory issues relating to the transferring 
policyholders are being transferred over as a result of the Scheme. I note there is typically clarity as to where 
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the legal responsibility lies. Pursuant to the 2018 Transfer Agreement, AZLBR remained liable for claims in 
respect of losses occurring before 31 December 2018. If the 31 December 2018 transfer was valid (or is 
retroactively approved by the Court) all liability would have ceased (or will cease) when the Bermuda policies 
were/are cancelled and any liability that exists or arises after 31 December 2018 lies with Allianz SNA under the 
new Lebanese policies. 

5.5 Rights and Obligations 
Each transferring policyholder who is a holder of a AZLBR insurance policy will be entitled to the same 
contractual rights against AZSNA as he or she may have had against AZLBR. This is effectively the case by virtue 
of the generally consistent terms and conditions offered to the transferring policyholders other than the 
enhancements offered.  

5.6 Existing Reinsurance Arrangements 
The Scheme would normally anticipate existing reinsurance arrangements being novated to AZSNA as a result 
of a portfolio transfer. Given that the reinsurance arrangements are the same, such a novation would not be 
required.  

5.7 Taxation 
The treatment of life insurance policies from a taxation perspective is different in Bermuda and Lebanon.   

In Lebanon, inheritance tax of 5% is paid on proceeds arising on death; tax of 10% is paid on investment gains 
on savings policies. AZSNA pays these over to the tax authorities in Lebanon. There is no equivalent in Bermuda 
where the liability and responsibility for tax sits with the policyholder. 

Enhancements have been offered by AZSNA to the terms of the new policies taken by the transferring 
policyholders to deal with some of the potentially adverse issues arising for policyholders on surrendering their 
AZLBR policies and taking out a AZSNA policy in Lebanon.  

In a normal portfolio transfer, this would be recognised in the Scheme documentation as amendments to the 
terms and conditions.  

5.8 Costs of the Proposed Scheme 
The shareholders of AZLBR will cover the costs of the portfolio transfer so policyholders will not be 
disadvantaged. 

5.9 Policyholder Communications 
There will be communications to transferring policyholders as a result of the Scheme. I note that the full set of 
Court documents will not be sent to policyholders but will be made available to them; however, policyholders 
will be provided with a copy of a summary of my Report as part of the Circular and Newspaper Advertisements. 
This has been agreed by the BMA.  

5.10 Governing Law 
The sanctioning of the Scheme pursuant to section 25 of the Bermuda Insurance Act 1978 is governed by 
Bermuda. 
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6 Assessment of the Scheme: 

Financial security of policyholders 
6.1 Introduction 
For the normal portfolio transfer, as the Approved Actuary, the key areas in my opinion that I need to consider 
for the different groups of policyholders that could potentially be affected by the Scheme, namely the 
transferring AZLBR policyholders and the existing AZSNA policyholders, are: 

• Financial security of policyholders  

• Fair treatment of policyholders 

This section assesses the financial security of the policyholder benefits more generally including the specific 
context to my assessment. Aspects of the business and the Scheme which could impact on the security of 
policyholder benefits and should therefore be considered when reviewing the Scheme include: 

• Financial Strength 

o Financial security following the implementation of the Scheme for the different groups of 
policyholders impacted, through consideration of the regulatory capital position across each 
of them. 

o Business planning outlook in terms of performance and solvency. 

o Stress and Scenario tests on a plausible basis to understand how robust the regulatory capital 
position is to such tests. 

o Analysis of jurisdiction differences in terms of regulatory requirements. 

• Other Considerations 

o Impact of the Scheme on the risk levels for existing policyholders in AZSNA and whether 
transferring policyholders are exposed to additional risks as a result of the Scheme. 

o Quality of capital including any capital support arrangements. 

o External reviews/ audit findings on material areas. 

o Continuation of reinsurance arrangements and any potential issues with reinsurance 
counterparties. 

o Other elements worthy of consideration e.g. investment profile.  

In the following sections. I comment on the relative level of security of the transferring AZLBR policyholders and 
existing policyholders of AZSNA. I have examined the above on both a quantitative and qualitative basis. 

6.2 Financial Strength Assessment 
6.2.1 Regulatory regimes 
In Bermuda, the Bermuda regulatory framework is built upon the quantitative, qualitative and supervisory 
pillars. The framework is equivalent to the Solvency II framework adopted in Europe (and, indeed, the European 
regulatory authorities have declared the Bermudan regime to be equivalent). Insurers are expected to ensure 
that it carries sufficient capital in line with the BMA’s requirements. The capital requirement is computed using 
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the BMA’s factor-based model, which is designed to approximate a Tail Value at Risk measure based on a 99% 
confidence level over a one-year time period with full run-off of insurance liabilities. It can be calculated using 
either the standard formula or an approved internal model. 

In Lebanon, regulatory returns are based on statutory financial statements with adjustments to reflect solvency 
and regulatory capital requirements.  

• Insurers need to hold regulatory capital which is based on factors applying to premiums. 

• Solvency is measured by ensuring there are sufficient risk weighted assets to meet technical liabilities 
and capital with a margin. 

I note that the regulatory regimes are not comparable; the regime in Lebanon is not equivalent in terms of design 
or requirements with modern regulatory systems e.g. Solvency II in Europe etc. I also note that Allianz as a group 
report an overall consolidated Solvency II position which does consolidate all its subsidiaries. However analysis 
of the Scheme Entities on a group Solvency II is not prepared or available.  

It is challenging then to assess on a comparable basis financial strength but my comments are outlined in the 
following sections. 

6.2.2 Regulatory capital coverage  
Based on the financial analysis included in the background sections in Section 3 and 4, I include some analysis 
below. Typically I would prepare a proforma balance sheet which would reflect the impact of removing assets/ 
liabilities from the transferring company balance sheet and the impact of including them, including any 
consideration on the receiving company balance sheet. I do not consider this to be particularly meaningful. 
Instead, I have set out side by side balance sheet positions for both entities to highlight the scale of the exposure 
being transferred under the Scheme. Some metrics: 

• Value of surrendered assets reinvested into the new policies of cUS$6m 

• Annual premiums anticipated in respect of the new policies taken out of cUS$0.7m. 

• Profitability of the new policies taken out of less than cUS$0.1m. 

The 2017 analysis has been adjusted to remove the reinsurance business line as it was novated to Allianz Re, a 
group reinsurance carrier. I think it is more meaningful to illustrate it in this way. 

Solvency Position at 31 December 2021 
US$'m AZLBR AZSNA 

Capital and Surplus 5.6 30.9 

Capital Requirement 0.5 13.1 

Capital Ratio 1,893% 237% 
*estimated 

Proforma Solvency Position at 31 December 2017 with 
reinsurance removed 
US$'000 AZLBR AZSNA 

Capital and Surplus 9.1 53.7 

Capital Requirement 1.9 14.1 

Capital Ratio 467% 381% 
*estimated 

A key point is that the Scheme Entities are part of a highly rated and well capitalised global insurance group, 
Allianz Group. 

While the regulatory capital requirements are not comparable and the underlying regulatory/ accounting 
methods differ; it is noted that the exposure in respect of the transferring policies is not material to AZSNA. 
AZSNA’s balance sheet is significantly larger and more diverse than AZLBR i.e. assets of cUS$762m and 
shareholder equity of cUS$60m compared to AZLBR with assets of cUS$6m and shareholder equity of c$6m and 
little remaining insurance risk (noting that the transferring policyholders are no longer policyholders of AZLBR). 



kpmg 
 

31 
 

AZLBR’s regulatory capital position excluding the reinsurance business (which was commuted with effect from 
1 January 2018) on a proforma basis since 2018 is strong which reflects excess capital being carried prior to the 
liquidation of the entity. I do not consider this to be a reliable measure to focus on given the strategic intention 
to liquidate the entity and surrender its insurance licence and repatriate the residual capital back to Group. So 
AZLBR while currently strong from a solvency perspective has no strategic future. The level of capitalisation for 
the residual risk exposure would not be sustainable in the long term and ultimately a much lower level of capital 
would be needed. I have not focused on this measure particularly. Transferring AZLBR policies become part of a 
much larger and more diversified insurance company AZSNA who currently meet their regulatory capital 
requirements. 

I note that AZSNA’s regulatory capital position has been extremely volatile in the period 2018-2020. At YE19 it 
had a material deficit of shareholder funds (i.e. insolvent), reflecting the impact of the financial crisis in Lebanon 
and significant impairments on US$ denominated Eurobonds of cUS$104m from a nominal exposure of 
cUS$222m, so the insolvency arose from market risk matters rather than insurance risk matters. Over this 
period, the Group paid in more capital of US$90m (with capital not exposed to Lebanon sovereign credit risk) to 
stabilise and recapitalise the entity. AZSNA is still exposed to further impairments of the US$ Eurobonds but for 
now the impairment is based on Group guidance and insight from Moody’s etc. The current solvency ratio at 
Year End 2020 of 139% is below the planned/ target Management Ratio but it is above the Action point. I note 
that the risk of future impairments remains, and this might potentially point to a much riskier balance sheet for 
the transferring policyholders. I consider the risk to be manageable.  

I note that the most recent solvency information for AZSNA at 31 December 2021, indicates shareholder equity 
of US$39.1m (much improved in 2021), regulatory equity of US$30.9m and regulatory capital of US$13.4m giving 
a solvency ratio of 237% which is an improvement on the YE20 position. 

While the capital support of the Group is not guaranteed, capital has been paid in when required to deal with 
the issues. My expectation is that such support remains in place. 

In relation to the exposure of the transferring policyholders: 

• The proceeds of the surrendered policies used as part of the AZSNA new policy set up in respect of the 
transferring policyholders was cUS$6m.  This would be a proxy to the assets that would be transferred over 
by AZLBR to AZSNA as part of a portfolio transfer. This is not material in the context of the AZSNA balance 
sheet in the period 2018-2020. 

• A further adjustment might be compensation to AZLBR for the future profits to AZSNA in respect of the new 
policies. Analysis would indicate that the value of future profits over all future years in respect of the 
transferring policies was estimated to be cUS$0.7m. This is not material in the context of the AZSNA balance 
sheet in the period 2017-2020 or indeed the level of profits earned in one year i.e. cUS$7m to US$9m in 2017 
and 2018 respectively but distorted by asset impairment losses in 2019/2020 and profits of cUS$18m in 2021. 

• The level of regulatory capital attaching to the business in respect of the transferring policies is estimated to 
be less than cUS$0.5m on a BMA basis; on a Lebanon basis, the level of regulatory capital attaching to the 
business in respect of the transferring policies is estimated to be less than cUS$0.1m. The incremental impact 
of regulatory capital is not material for AZSNA whose regulatory capital requirement is cUS$13m. 

Overall the exposure of the transferring policies is not material to AZSNA. 
Overall, the transferring policyholders are now part of a larger and more diversified Allianz subsidiary with a 
strong strategic outlook. This is not the case for the AZLBR entity which has no strategic future. The transferring 
policyholders themselves are not a material exposure for AZSNA in terms of assets, premiums, risks or indeed 
regulatory capital so the financial risks for existing AZSNA policyholders are not material.  While the AZSNA 
solvency issues observed in 2019/ 2020 are a concern due to the asset impairments, the recapitalisation by the 
Allianz Group is important when I assess financial security. Therefore, I do not see a material disadvantage to 
the transferring policyholders with AZSNA policies from a financial security perspective. 

6.2.3 Business plan and projected solvency 
No projected solvency figures were provided for AZLBR – they would not be particularly meaningful as post the 
Court process, all liabilities will have been extinguished, the Company liquidated and capital returned to the 
Group.  



kpmg 
 

32 
 

I have received the current business plan for AZSNA. It shows a steady improvement in financial health in terms 
of growth in premium volumes, growth in profitability, start of payment of dividends again and repayment of 
the capital injection.  This demonstrates a strong base case for maintaining and building financial strength. 

6.2.4 Sensitivities 
No sensitivities were provided by AZLBR. 

Sensitivities were provided by AZSNA on their business plan. No specific issues arose from my review. 

The sensitivity information points to a larger entity with a more diversified portfolio of risks reflecting the 
composite nature and larger entity that is AZSNA. For the transferring policyholders, they are moving from AZLBR 
which is a much smaller and much less diversified entity across direct and reinsurance business prior to 2018. 
Overall, I view that the diversified and better capitalised AZSNA entity does not materially disadvantage the 
transferring policyholders.  

6.3 Other Matters Impacting on Financial Security  
6.3.1 Risk profile 
The key risks are in line with those outlined in Section 3.6 and Section 4.6. Post-transfer, the transferring 
policyholders will be exposed to additional market risk and non-life insurance risk given the size, scale and 
composite nature of AZSNA. I do not consider that these additional risks mean that the transferring policyholders 
are materially disadvantaged as noted above in Section 6.2.4. 

The risks associated with the transferring policyholders are in line with the life risks which AZSNA currently have 
so existing AZSNA policyholders are not impacted. The market risk exposures to further default of Lebanon debt 
is a real one but the level of impairment charge taken was very material. This is a key risk and it continues to be 
monitored closely.  

6.3.2 Risk framework 
The risk management program at both entities is part of the overall risk management program of Allianz Group, 
which is already mature and well established. The Scheme is not expected to change the current risk 
management program in place. The transferring policies are much smaller that AZSNA’s current book, the risk 
management program is robust and more than adequate to cater for the transferring policies.  

6.3.3 External reviews / audit findings on material areas. 
I have reviewed the external and internal audit reports for both AZLBR and AZSNA.  

For AZLBR, there are no open issues as the AML regulatory matter has concluded and signed financial statements 
are up to date. 

For AZSNA, the key external audit matter relates to the asset impairments which is not just a AZSNA issue but 
one for the industry more generally in Lebanon. So it is an uncertainty but AZSNA have set out the approach 
which has been signed off from an external audit perspective in respect of the 2020 and 2021 financial 
statements.  

I understand that there are no outstanding internal audit findings on material areas for either AZLBR or AZSNA. 

Overall there are no material issues that would impact my assessments. 

6.3.4 Reinsurance arrangements 
The reinsurance arrangements are operated in the same manner across both entities. 

6.3.5 Investment management 
I have no specific points to note here.  

The issue of impairments on the US$ Eurobond default is noted above. 
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6.4 Conclusion on the impact of the Scheme on the financial security of 
policyholders 

6.4.1 Conclusion on the impact of the Scheme on the financial security of AZLBR 
policyholders 

In this section I have considered the aspects of the Scheme that I consider having the potential to affect the 
security of AZLBR policyholders. The key areas are: 

• Regulatory regime requirements in a weaker regulatory jurisdiction 

• Capital resources available and ability to absorb financial shocks 

• Risk profile  

• Risk and capital mitigation plans 

Based on my consideration of these key elements, in my opinion the risk of AZLBR policyholders’ benefits being 
adversely affected in terms of financial security of AZSNA is remote. Therefore, in my view, AZLBR policyholders 
will not be materially adversely affected by the proposed Scheme. 

6.4.2 Conclusion on the impact of the Scheme on the financial security of AZSNA 
policyholders 

In this section I have considered the aspects of the Scheme that I consider having the potential to affect the 
security of AZSNA policyholders. The key areas are: 

• Regulatory regime requirements 

• Capital resources available to absorb new risks and exposures transferred in 

• Risk profile post the portfolio transfer 

• Risk and capital mitigation plans 

Based on my consideration of these key elements, in my opinion the risk of AZSNA policyholders’ benefits being 
adversely affected in terms of financial security is remote. Therefore, in my view, AZSNA policyholders will not 
be materially adversely affected by the proposed Scheme. 
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7 Assessment of the Scheme: Fair 

treatment of policyholders 
7.1 Introduction 
As the Approved Actuary, the key areas that I need to consider for the different groups of policyholders that 
could potentially be affected by the Scheme, namely the transferring AZLBR policyholders and the existing 
AZSNA policyholders, are: 

• Financial security of policyholders  

• Fair treatment of policyholders. 

This section assesses the fair treatment of policyholders which include communication with policyholders, 
maintenance of terms and conditions, the use of discretion by companies, local legislative requirements and the 
day-to-day administration of policies. 

There is no statutory regulation in Bermuda or Lebanon in relation to Policyholders Reasonable Expectations or 
Treating Customers Fairly. I therefore have defined some broad requirements which I consider important when 
assessing fair treatment under. These requirements include: 

• Policyholders Reasonable Expectations: there is no concept in either AZLBR or AZSNA as mandated by 
local regulatory/ consumer protection requirements though consumer protection is driven off Group 
standards more generally. Both entities operate under these common group mandated processes and 
common operating practices so no issues emerge in this regard. I have no specific issues to note. 

• Costs of the Scheme: all costs associated with the Proposed Transfer will be borne by the shareholders 
of AZLBR and AZSNA and will not affect the asset or liability positions of the policyholders of the Scheme 
Entities. Therefore, in my opinion the implementation of the Scheme will not have an adverse effect on 
the fair treatment of policyholders in this regard. I have no specific issues to note. 

• Current practices, service standards, and complaints: as the management of the AZLBR book is aligned 
with that of AZSNA, there is no change for any of the policyholders. I have no specific issues to note. 

• Discretion: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the application of discretion will remain 
unchanged. I see this as principally applying to how investment returns are credited to the universal life 
policies. As the investment management and oversight of the policies is aligned between AZLBR and 
AZSNA, there should be no change. The rates are not guaranteed and can change from period to period 
so I don’t believe any expectations have been created with any set of policyholders. So there should be 
no change for policyholders as a result of the Scheme. I have no specific issues to note. 

• Complaints and redress: Policyholders have a reasonable expectation that the complaints handling 
procedures remain unchanged. As the management of complaints and such matters of the AZLBR book 
is aligned with that of AZSNA, there is no change for any of the policyholders. I have no specific issues 
to note. 

• Policyholder Communications: There are historic and current aspects to this. I have reviewed the letter 
originally sent to policyholders with the offer in 2018 and I have also received the supplementary 
information provided as part of the take up of a new policy. I comment in further detail below on this. 
More generally on policyholder communications, I note the transferring policyholders will be 
communicated with in line with the normal portfolio transfer process i.e. a circular, a notice for 
publication in the local newspaper in Lebanon and documents will be made available for inspection. I 
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note that policyholders will be provided with a Circular and other documents as well as a copy of a 
summary of my Report.  I am comfortable with this proposed approach. I note that the AZSNA 
policyholders will not be communicated with which is reasonable.  

• Terms and conditions: typically, I do not expect to see a change to policy terms and conditions as a 
result of a portfolio transfer. I note that the terms and conditions across AZLBR and AZSNA policies are 
generally aligned for their common products. However I note that as a result of the transferring 
policyholders taking out new policies, enhanced terms and conditions have been offered as noted in 
Section 2.1.1 in compensation for adverse impacts as a result of surrendering their AZLBR policy to take 
out the new AZSNA policy. I have assessed the enhancements/ adverse impacts to assess whether 
policyholders were disadvantaged. I note: 

Therefore I have focused my review on the changes to the terms and conditions (i.e. the policy enhancements) 
and the communications at the time. 

7.2 Specific Considerations 
7.2.1 Terms and conditions 
Typically I do not expect to see a change to policy terms and conditions as a result of a portfolio transfer. I note 
that the terms and conditions across AZLBR and AZSNA policies are generally aligned for their common products. 
However I note that as a result of the transferring policyholders taking out new policies, enhanced terms and 
conditions have been offered as noted in Section 2.1.1 in compensation for potentially any adverse impacts as 
a result of surrendering their AZLBR policy to take out the new AZSNA policy. The transferring policyholders were 
offered a new policy with AZSNA with the following attributes: 

• Wider range of investment funds to invest in. 

• Increased sum insured by 5% without medical underwriting – the 5% effectively covering the 
inheritance tax which I understand is required to be paid on surrender of policies (where savings have 
been accumulated). 

• Lower insurance costs to address the fact that savings in AZSNA policies do not accumulate tax free and 
suffer higher costs all else being equal. Savings in AZLBRR do accumulate tax free and incur tax on 
surrender or maturity. 

I have assessed what this actually means from a policyholder perspective and considered a number of 
policyholder scenarios. I note: 

• Term policies: 

o I note that the sum assured was increased by 5%, annual premiums were kept unchanged or 
were reduced (depending on the rates that had been applied by AZLBR). No medical 
underwriting for transferring policyholders was required.  

o I note the extra 5% cover, and this was applied as policyholders suffer inheritance tax on the 
proceeds on the policyholders death of 5%. For existing AZLBR policyholders in Bermuda, no 
such tax applies by the insurance company as any tax liability becomes the responsibility of 
the estate in terms of what needs to be paid to the tax authorities.   

o So I consider that term policyholders were not disadvantaged.  

• Universal Life: 

o On surrender of existing AZLBR policies by the transferring policyholders, exit fees could have 
been applied by AZLBR based on the policy terms and conditions. These exit fees were waived. 
This is appropriate. 

o As for Term policies, the sum assured under the new AZSNA policy was increased by 5%. In this 
instance annual premiums were kept unchanged. For Term policies, the premiums in some 
cases were reduced but for universal life policies, while the underlying mortality charges were 
kept unchanged or were reduced, the overall premium paid by the policyholder was 
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unchanged and meant more of the premium ultimately was invested for future savings. No 
medical underwriting for transferring policyholders was required. This is appropriate. 

o I note more generally that AZSNA for their policies would apply a tax on the investment gains 
under the policy of 10% on surrender or at maturity and pay this over to the tax authorities in 
Lebanon directly. There is no requirement in Bermuda and AZLBR do not deduct any tax. A 
further enhancement was that insurance charges were reduced on the policies, though noting 
the lower charges were not directly linked to tax and were more reflective of lower charges 
and newer/ more modern funds. The impact of the lower insurance charges was that on a 
projected basis it would give a higher projected maturity value. A number of illustrations on a 
comparable basis were provided to demonstrate that the projected maturity amounts under 
the new AZSNA policy net of tax on investment gains were more attractive than those under 
the AZLBR policy. I did limited sample testing and compared the projected values over the 
lifetime of the contract for a sample of policies, AZSNA net of tax position and the AZLBR 
position, and no material issues arose. 

o As noted, AZSNA for their savings policies would apply a tax on the investment gain under the 
policy of 10% and pay this over to the tax authorities in Lebanon. There is no requirement in 
Bermuda and AZLBR do not deduct any tax. It is the responsibility of the policyholder to assess 
whether any tax is required to be paid based on their own personal circumstances. Therefore 
there was a potential exposure for some of these policyholders that they suffered a tax 
payment as a result of surrendering the policy. However I can only speculate that as the 
surrender process was organised between the Scheme Entities and the proceeds were 
reinvested in the new policy that the issue of any tax on investment gains possibly did not 
arise. Unless transferring policyholders were written to, it is not possible to assess whether 
any of these policyholders suffered a tax payment. Overall, the personal tax position of 
transferring policyholders could have been worsened as a result of the process but this is not 
possible to assess.  

• Overall I consider the enhancements to be a genuine attempt by AZSNA to make sure that the 
transferring policyholders were no worse off as a result of surrendering their AZLBR policies and taking 
out an equivalent new AZSNA policy.  

As nothing has changed for AZSNA policyholders, I do not comment further on them. From their perspective, 
the transferring policyholders are simply new business policyholders with slightly more attractive new business 
terms. 

7.2.2 Policyholder communications 
There are two elements to this: communications to policyholders back in 2018 and then any planned 
communications arising from the Court process. I note: 

• I have reviewed the letter sent to policyholders with the offer in 2018 and I have also received the 
supplementary information provided as part of the take up of a new policy. I understand that this 
supplementary information was not provided at the time of the letter. The letter in itself would not be 
sufficient to allow a decision to be made. The supplementary information was provided by the sales 
agent if the policyholder requested it and this was effectively new business literature rather than 
customised technical analysis of the offer put in place by AZLBR and AZSNA. Overall the letter and the 
supplementary information would also be much less detailed than the information pack policyholders 
would receive if they were undergoing a portfolio transfer process. Such material would include much 
more information to allow a policyholder make an informed decision. Therefore, I consider the 
communication process to policyholders to be weak based on the information presented to me.  

• As Approved Actuary I have assessed whether you would reissue analysis to support the decision 
policyholders made. As my conclusion is supportive of the portfolio transfer and the activities have 
taken place, I consider it reasonable no retrospective communications take place to revisit the matter. 

Given the unusual nature of the exercise, my findings above and with the agreement of the BMA, I am 
comfortable with this communication approach.  
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7.3 Conclusion on the impact of the Scheme on the fair treatment of 
policyholders 

Given the considerations set out above, in my opinion the implementation of the Scheme will not have a material 
adverse effect on the reasonable benefit expectations of transferring AZLBR policyholders. 

Given the considerations set out above, in my opinion the implementation of the Scheme will not have a material 
adverse effect on the reasonable benefit expectations of existing AZSNA policyholders. 
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Appendix 1 Scope from Engagement Letter  
The role of Independent Actuary will be to consider and to report to the Court on the proposed transfer of 
business, primarily from the perspectives of the transferring policyholders of the Company and any remaining 
policyholders of the Company and to opine as to whether any policyholders’ interests could be in any way (either 
directly or indirectly) adversely affected by the proposed transfer.  

In order to form the opinion, we will expect the tasks that will be carried out will include the following: 

• reviewing the background of the Entities;  

• review of policies to be transferred;  

• review of proposal to transfer policies (in particular, documentation sent to policyholders);  

• review of the transfer documentation and, if necessary, suggest amended drafting in order to eliminate 
any concerns;  

• review of the financial condition of the Entities;  

• review the proposed transfer considering the effect on all classes of policyholders covering their 
contractual rights, benefit security, continuation of operations, service to policyholders, and benefit 
expectations;  

• in particular review the different regimes in place for the business from a financial and Treating 
Customers Fairly perspective; 

• review existing and proposed reinsurance and capital structures;  

• review projected comparative solvency levels on a Bermuda and Lebanon regulatory capital basis 
before and after the proposed transfers;  

• review of the effects of the transfer on the risks within the Company and the resources of those 
Company to meet those risks;  

• liaise and raise issues and questions as necessary with the appropriate persons at the Company and the 
Transferee;  

• liaise and raise issues and questions as necessary with your advisers, including legal and tax advisers; 
and  

• provide a summary of the proposal, opinion and recommendation. 
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Appendix 2 Approved Actuary CV 
• Brian Morrissey is a qualified actuary with over 25 years’ experience.  

• He currently heads up KPMG’s actuarial practice in Ireland focusing on life and non-life insurance and 
reinsurance markets, both domestically and internationally. 

• He has previously worked with KPMG in the UK and a regional role for KPMG out of Hong Kong (18 months 
2001/02). During his time overseas, he gained significant exposure to the international insurance markets 
and the range of products sold in these markets. 

• He has carried out some significant assignments in the Irish market including acting as Finance Director to an 
international life company for a period of 5 months, as Head of Actuarial to a life entity with local/ 
international operations as part of a transition to a new owner for a 4 month period. 

• He has acted as Independent/Expert Actuary on a number of expert opinions required by life insurance and 
reinsurance companies including significant portfolio transfers in the Irish, Bermuda and Isle of Man markets. 
He has acted as actuarial peer reviewer on a range of technical matters.  

• He holds a number of statutory roles including Appointed Actuary to a life insurance company; Actuarial 
Function Holder under Solvency II to six life insurance/ reinsurance companies regulated in Ireland and 
Independent Actuary to six Bermudan regulated life reinsurance companies. 

• He is involved with KPMG International’s initiatives in relation to IFRS 17 and Solvency II. 

• He has previously sat on Council of Society of Actuaries in Ireland and is a member of various sub committees 
of the Society and is the Society's representative on the Insurance Accounting subcommittee of the 
International Actuarial Association. 
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Appendix 3 Information received 
The table below sets out a summary of the information provided to me to facilitate preparation of this report. I 
would note that, in addition to the summary list below: 

• I had regular calls with management to discuss queries and issues arising, and 

• Supporting emails were also provided to supplement the key reports outlined below. 
Allianz Life Bermuda 

1- AZLBR Financial Condition Report 2017 

1- AZLBR Financial Condition Report 2018 

1-  AZLBR Financial Condition Report 2019 

     1- AZLBR Financial Condition Report 2020 

     1- AZLBR Financial Condition Report VF 2016 

10- CISSA- AZLBR 2019 

10- CISSA- AZLBR 2018 

Allianz Bermuda Ltd FS 31 dec 18 (1) 

Allianz Bermuda Ltd- under voluntary liquidation- FS 31 dec 19 

Az Life- Minutes- BOD- 2018.02.23 

Az Life Financial Statements  Dec 2020 

Certificate AZ Bermuda 2016_CRB 

Certificate AZ Bermuda 2017_CRB 

Certificate AZ Bermuda 2018_MJ 

Certificate AZ Bermuda 2019_MJ 

Certificate AZ Bermuda 2020 

CISSA- 2017 

CISSA- AzLBR 2020-VF 

Minutes- BOD- Az Life 14Sep 18 
Allianz SNA sal 

Actuarial Life Report 122020 V KPMG 

Actuarial Report on Life Insurance 122019 V3 
      Allianz SNA and Life (equity and dividends) 

     Allianz SNA FS 2016 

     Allianz SNA FS 2017 

     Allianz SNA FS 2018 

     Allianz SNA FS 2019 

     Allianz SNA FS 2020 

     Allianz_SNA_Risk_Strategy_01.01.2020-VF 

 Allianz_SNA Risk Policy_28.07.2020  

Annual RF V 1 17 2O16 

Annual RF V 1 17 2O17 



kpmg 
 

41 
 

Annual RF V 1 17 2O18 

Annual RF V 1 17 2O19 

Annual RF V 1 17 2O20 
AZ SNA_PD 2020 Final- KPMG 
Consumer Protection 

Contract (1) – samples provided 

Governance and Control policy- V4- FINAL 

GRC Q2 2021- KPMG 

   Insurance Law -1968 English 

Non-Life Reserving 12019 

Offer letters – samples provided including SV quotes etc 

RI Accounts 2018-2020-KPMG 

SKM_C25821072723050 
Solvency and Stress tests 

SOP-LLB3125 (1) 

SOP-LLB3125 

Summary of Allianz SNA 2020 Treaties – KPMG 
General Information 

Allianz Spiral GC 

Assets Transfer Agreement of AzLBR 2020 

Dasi Contract V3 
Introduction to AZLBR 

Libertas V3 

Paterfamilias  V3 

Portfolio Transfer Letter 

Required Info- 08-11 KPMG 2 

Required Info- 08-11 KPMG  

Transfer Agreement (1) 

Transfer Agreement (2)  

Transfer Agreement 

Universitas + V2 
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