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Dear Sirs and Mesdames:  
 
Towers Watson welcomes the opportunity to present these comments to the American Academy 
of Actuaries Committee on Qualifications (the “Committee”) regarding the Qualification 
Standards for Actuaries Issuing Statements of Actuarial Opinion in the United States (the 
“Qualification Standards”). 
 
Towers Watson is a leading global professional services company that employs approximately 
14,000 associates on a worldwide basis, over 1,100 of whom are members of U.S. actuarial 
bodies subject to the standards. We appreciate this opportunity to comment. The undersigned 
have prepared our firm’s response with input from others in the firm.  
 
Our comments will respond to the specific questions posed by the Committee as well as provide 
suggestions to improve the Qualification Standards in the following areas: 

• Organized activities 
• Timing of continuing education and applicability 
• SAOs issued by more than one actuary 
• Working under the review of another qualified actuary 
• Alternative basic education  

 
Organized Activities  
We at Towers Watson fully support continuing education, and believe there is great value to 
organized activities. However, we question the current definition of “organized”, particularly its 
requirement that it involve “other professionals working for different organizations.” The 
intention of this requirement would seem to be that actuaries be exposed to different 
perspectives, approaches and points of view. However, we believe that many firms are of 
sufficient size that such diversity of views will routinely be achieved through internal sessions 
without incurring the cost of obtaining external speakers or attending external events.  
 
Our firm conducts numerous training sessions for our professional staff, often involving many 
different speakers who are leaders in their field. It seems arbitrary that these do not count as 
organized activities simply because the presenters also happen to be Towers Watson employees. 
We recommend that the requirement for speakers to work for another professional organization 
in order to obtain organized credit be removed for firms with sufficient scale to provide the 
requisite diversity of views internally. 
 
Timing of Continuing Education and Applicability  
Section 2.2.2 of the Qualification Standards discusses the one-year 30 hour continuing education 
requirement. Section 3.3 also notes the 15 hours per calendar year requirement for the Specific 
Qualification Standards. We at Towers Watson appreciate the flexibility of these requirements in 



terms of carrying over excess time for a prior year. However, we feel the one-year time period 
can be overly restrictive. We suggest the Committee consider changing this to a two-year period. 
To illustrate, our recommendation is that in order to issue an SAO in the beginning of calendar 
year 2015, an actuary would need to complete and document at least 60 hours of continuing 
education in calendar years 2013 and 2014 (or, as today, at least 30 hours in 2014). .  
 
SAOs Issued By More Than One Actuary Section 2.4 of the Qualification Standards notes 
that, in cases where an actuary may not be fully qualified to issue an SAO, the actuary may issue 
the SAO with another actuary provided that “…their collective basic education and experience 
and continuing education are sufficient as to all areas of actuarial practice relevant to the 
Statement of Actuarial Opinion….”  
 
We believe the intention is to permit the issuance of an SAO by multiple actuaries who 
collectively are qualified in all elements and practice areas covered by the SAO. For example, a 
retiree medical valuation under ASC 715-60 requires expertise in ASC valuations as well as the 
development of per capita claims cost. These two skills can be brought to bear by different 
actuaries and they may jointly issue the SAO. However, we are concerned that the words in this 
section could be misinterpreted to mean that two actuaries, each of whom have met only half of 
the continuing education requirement, could jointly issue an SAO since their 
“collective…..continuing education are sufficient…..” We recommend the wording be changed 
to preclude such a misinterpretation.  
 
Under Review by A Qualified Actuary Sections 2.1 and 3.2 of the Qualification Standards 
discuss how an actuary can be qualified to issue an SAO based on being “… under the review of 
(by) an actuary who was qualified to issue the SAO at the time the review took place under the 
standards in effect at that time.” We suggest the Committee, at minimum, re-word these sections. 
The relevant sentences in the two sections are each 50 words in length. More importantly, they 
are unclear in terms of how much of the actuary’s experience must be under this one individual 
who was qualified versus collectively under several qualified individuals.  
 
Alternative Basic Education Section 3.1.2 discusses alternative basic education and the option 
to obtain a signed statement from another actuary who is qualified. We suggest that this section 
be amended to make it clear that a separate statement needs to be obtained for each SAO that the 
actuary issues. One could possibly interpret this section as requiring only one signed statement 
that could apply to multiple SAOs (or multiple years).  
 
Seven Questions of Particular Interest  
On question #1, we do not believe that the Qualification Standards prevent otherwise qualified 
actuaries from practicing in certain areas.  
 
On question #2, we do not believe that there are new or emerging practice areas that require new 
specific qualification standards.   
 
On question #3, we believe the Qualification Standards are clear in terms of what qualifies as 
organized, other, professionalism and business activities. While the current standards are clear, 
we have concerns with the definition of organized, as noted previously.  



 
On question #4, we do not believe that there needs to be a yearly cap on professionalism CE 
credits.  
 
On question #5, we do not believe that the Qualification Standards should be applied to Actuarial 
Services that are not SAOs. 
 
In addition, we believe that the Qualification Standards should apply to all SAOs issued by 
members of the five US-based organizations, regardless of where that SAO may be issued. Page 
b of the current Qualification Standards mentions the goal of uniform continuing education 
requirements. We do not see how this goal is achieved if the Qualification Standards do not 
apply to (for example) an FCAS working in Bermuda or Canada. We understand that the topic of 
standards for providing services in other countries is complex and may be under consideration by 
other committees.  
 
On question #6, we are not aware of any changes that need to be made to the list of topics related 
to issuing NAIC opinions.  
 
On question #7, we believe that all of the existing carryover provisions are reasonably clear with 
one exception. Section 2.2.9 explicitly states that organized credits may be carried over but it is 
silent regarding professionalism credits. A reader might infer from this that professionalism 
credit cannot be carried over. We do not believe that this is the intent (nor should it be) and 
suggest this be clarified.  
 
We do not believe that the maximum carryover should be reduced  

* * * * * 
We thank the Committee for giving us the opportunity to provide comments on the Qualification 
Standards and would be happy to discuss our views in more detail if desired.  
 


