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[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]The Longevity Risk (E/A) Subgroup of the Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working Group and Life Actuarial (A) Task Force met June 9, 2026. The following Subgroup members participated: Seong-min Eom, Chair (NJ); Tomasz Serbinowski, Vice Chair (UT); Mike Yanacheak (IA); Ben Slutsker (MN); William B. Carmello (NY); Matt Elston and Adam Farris (OH); and Rachel Hemphill (TX).

1. Adopted its April 9 Minutes

The Subgroup met April 9. During this meeting, it took the following action: 1) adopted its Feb. 9 minutes; 
2) discussed a proposal from the American Academy of Actuaries (Academy); 3) discussed comments received on C-2 longevity risk for longevity reinsurance; and 4) adopted proposed changes to LR025-A for longevity reinsurance for 2026.

Slutsker made a motion, seconded by Hemphill, to adopt the Subgroup's April 9 minutes (Attachment A). The motion passed unanimously. 

2. Heard a Presentation on the Academy’s Proposed 2026 Work Plan for Longevity Reinsurance

Eom said that during its April 9 meeting, the Subgroup adopted structural and instructional changes to LR025-A that were subsequently adopted by the Life Risk-Based Capital (E) Working Group on April 23. These changes established a blanks structure for the C-2 longevity risk capital charge for longevity reinsurance and instructed companies to enter zero for the 2026 longevity reinsurance longevity risk capital requirement. The Subgroup asked the Academy to develop additional analysis supporting a methodology that produces a longevity reinsurance capital amount that appropriately reflects the risk of the product line. Eom recalled key discussion items from April 9 requiring further development: whether a single combined stress on both the mortality level and mortality improvement trend can replace three separate scenarios; whether the Academy should specify a mortality improvement trend level rather than a fixed differential to the baseline; how the reserve interacts with the total asset requirement (TAR) calculation; and whether the same stress can be appropriately applied to mortality or mortality improvement in different countries.

Carmello confirmed with Eom that the C-2 factor development is intended for application in 2027 risk-based capital (RBC), with development occurring during 2026.

Linda Lankowski (Academy) presented the Academy's proposed approach. The Academy work group determined that developing an illustrative model would be the most effective way to demonstrate longevity reinsurance product mechanics and the implications of proposed structural changes to the Subgroup. The Academy is building a simple spreadsheet model for internal use. The Academy does not intend to publish the model, consistent with the Academy's position that it is not in the software business. 

Lankowski identified the following concerns with public release: the need for extensive caveats, cell protection, and other safeguards, as well as the loss of Academy control over how the model is used. The Academy reviewed whether existing stochastic mortality models could be leveraged and did not identify a practical option; the literature discusses the concept but does not provide a workable starting point. The Academy views a simple model as preferable because every real transaction differs in composition, and additional complexity would not improve regulator decision-making. The model allows the user to vary age ranges and starting mortality assumptions to illustrate cash flows for a hypothetical block of longevity reinsurance. Once cash flows are established, the model produces statutory reserves and capital measures under discussion by the Subgroup. The Academy requested Subgroup feedback on scenario priorities, presentation format, and whether the Subgroup prefers a single shock or separate mortality level and mortality improvement shocks.

Slutsker asked whether the Academy considered leveraging prior longevity reinsurance models, particularly an Excel model developed in connection with the Valuation Manual (VM)-22 (A) Subgroup's work, which he noted was exposed in October 2024, as a starting point to shorten the development timeline. Lankowski indicated the Academy would compare any regulator-supplied model to the work in progress. Eom stated that in prior VM-22 work, the model was not exposed publicly; only sample illustrations, output graphs, reserve distributions, and sensitivity results were shared. Hemphill agreed with that recollection and asked Slutsker to share the source of any prior model with the other regulators and to identify whether it had been distributed as public or regulator-only material. Slutsker asked whether NAIC committee support had access to prior Subgroup exposures. Scott O'Neal (NAIC) confirmed that 2024 exposures are accessible. Slutsker committed to forwarding the identified prior model to Lankowski for the Academy's review.

The Subgroup discussed regulator access to the Academy's spreadsheet model. Serbinowski asked whether the Academy could distribute the model to regulators, questioning the perceived risk. Lankowski said the Academy would discuss the request internally and referenced the Academy's separate work on the generator of economic scenarios (GOES). Hemphill said a tool used for regulator understanding during analysis of the proposed approach is much different from software distributed for broader purposes. Serbinowski stated that without access to the model, results would function as a black box. He said visibility would allow regulators to understand the drivers of counterintuitive results and to build intuition through direct interaction with assumptions. Serbinowski emphasized that the Academy's model is intended solely to illustrate product dynamics for the Subgroup's methodology deliberations and is not intended to be used to compute RBC directly. Slutsker noted that the Academy's position on the GOES project ultimately shifted and encouraged an internal Academy discussion. 

Slutsker asked whether, separate from shock illustrations, the Academy could review academic papers proposing mortality distributions or percentile suggestions for mortality levels or mortality improvement. Lankowski referenced a recent Society of Actuaries (SOA) webcast on post-COVID mortality by socioeconomic decile and stated the Academy is discussing baseline mortality assumptions and how to model projected future mortality so cash flow effects can be demonstrated even when the mortality assumption is unchanged. Lankowski observed that current product pricing margins may be thinner than those in the earliest U.S. longevity products and that the Academy intends to consider both thin-margin and larger-margin products. Serbinowski characterized distribution work as principally a calibration question, relevant once a stress structure is chosen, rather than a question about model dynamics. Lankowski added that VM-22 requires mortality assumptions to be based on credible data and that credibility varies by company, reinforcing the value of a simple illustrative model.

Eom summarized the path forward. For phase one as a first step, the Academy will demonstrate the model at the next meeting and illustrate longevity reinsurance cash flows. The Academy will also separately consider how and under what conditions the model could be shared with regulators. The next meeting is targeted for the week of July 6 or July 13. Lankowski confirmed the Academy will prepare representative cash flows and descriptions, will bring the model to the next meeting for a live walk-through, and is open to further feedback by phone or email. Eom encouraged the Academy to expand its phase two plan with additional detail or subtopics based on the day's feedback. Eom noted that Serbinowski is a member of the Academy work group and is available for regulator questions between meetings.

Having no further business, the Longevity Risk (E/A) Subgroup adjourned.
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