
Dear Mr. President, Mr. Co-Chair and members of the Task Force: 

On behalf of the Reinsurance Association of America (RAA), we submit the following 
comments on the proposed charges.  

The Reinsurance Association of America is the leading trade association of property and casualty 
reinsurers doing business in the United States. RAA membership is diverse, including 
reinsurance underwriters and intermediaries licensed in the U.S. and those that conduct business 
on a cross border basis. The RAA represents its members before state, federal and international 
bodies. 

Initially, the RAA applauds the NAIC for its creation of an executive level task force on Climate 
and Resiliency issues.  These are important issues worthy of the highest level of NAIC focus. 

Regarding the proposed charges themselves, the RAA recommends the NAIC consider the 
following in its deliberations on these topics. 

1. Mitigation: As demonstrated by their investments in and support for IBHS, insurers are
generally strong supporters of pre-disaster mitigation (risk reduction) through strong, risk
appropriate building techniques, appropriate land use in hazardous areas, and the use of
nature based defenses when available and appropriate.  The NAIC should seek to amplify
these efforts to increase consumer and societal resilience to natural calamities, including
those impacted by a changing climate.

2. Financial resiliency: In addition to point 1, insurance increases financial resiliency and
aids in the appreciation of risk through the economic signals sent by risk based
pricing.  Further, through the assumption of risk insurance can and will enable new
technologies that seek to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, atmospheric greenhouse
gases, and/or otherwise address new adaptation technologies. In a changing environment,
the role of insurer risk transfer cannot be overstated and regulators should (a) seek to
enhance appropriate insurance penetration and (b) embrace the need for risk based
pricing.  While insurance helps make risk more affordable, societal concerns about
affordability should be addressed separately using general revenue sources, such as
insurance vouchers.

3. Catalogue and evaluate existing regulatory tools: Regulators should catalogue and
evaluate public disclosures and existing insurance regulatory tools and disclosure
requirements before determining that additional disclosure devices are
needed.  Significant information regarding an insurer’s own perspective on the
materiality of climate related risks they face is currently available.  Before embarking on
new disclosure requirements and regimes, there should be an open dialogue with insurer
input on the need for additional information and confidentiality concerns, if any.

4. Stress Testing and Scenario Analyses: Before engaging in the creation of a system of
climate stress testing and scenario analyses, regulators and industry should discuss the
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potential near-term, mid-term and long-term benefits of such tests and whether the costs 
of such tests justify appropriate regulatory objectives.  We posit that the near-term 
benefits and observations of any such stress testing will be scant and of limited benefit 
from a solvency perspective.   

a. Insurers generally evaluate their own assumed catastrophic risk through 
commercially available and/or proprietary catastrophe models.  Regulators should 
not seek to devise a testing regime that does not add materially to insurer’s own 
assumed risk aggregation analysis.  Investment stress tests should consider 
realistic timing and proportionality issues. See point 6.   

b. As all forward looking stress tests and scenario analyses are assumption based 
hypothetical situations, the outcome of any such test should be used for climate 
risk identification, not as a solvency assessment tool. 

c. Any such tests should be applied on a group basis, rather than on an individual 
entity basis. 

d. The benefits of reinsurance or other risk transfer mechanisms should be included 
in such tests.   

  
5. Underwriting Tools: In a changing environment, insurers need the best tools to evaluate 

risk and to price it accordingly.  Regulators should enable insurers to use the best 
available underwriting tools to enhance the ability of the insurance industry to be a 
consistent, reliable provider of risk transfer solutions.   
  

6. Proportionality – regulators should consider proportionality from two principal 
perspectives: 

a. Sources of greenhouse gas emissions - the insurance industry is not a major 
source of greenhouse gas emissions. 

i. The industry has a limited ability to control or influence legal activities 
that individually or in the aggregate are major sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

ii. Insurers should be permitted to invest in, underwrite and provide 
insurance to legal enterprises. 

iii. Until society takes material steps to address the power needs of 
governments, businesses, and consumers, including transportation issues, 
in a way that materially reduces the societal demand for power from 
carbon based sources, the near-term “transition” risk to publicly traded 
investments is limited.  

b. Materiality of climate risks to an insurer.  Not all insurers are the same.  Their 
geographic underwriting, lines of business, and investment portfolios differ.  A 
midwestern county mutual insurer will have an entirely different risk profile than 
a Florida insurer.  Similarly, life, health, title and P&C insurers differ 
significantly.  As such, “one size” climate risk tools and evaluations are unlikely 
to be fit for purpose.  
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to working with you to 
constructively address the risks of climate change from our shared perspectives.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Dennis Burke 
  
Dennis C. Burke 
Vice President, State Relations 
Reinsurance Association of America 
202-783-8325 (O) 
202-285-4330 (M) 
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