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MEMORANDUM

To:  	Interested Regulators and Interested Parties

From:  	Risk-Based Capital Model Governance (EX) Task Force

Date: 	February 10, 2026

Re:	Request for comments on RBC Gaps


Per its Charges, the Risk-Based Capital (RBC) Model Governance (EX) Task Force (Task Force) is conducting a comprehensive gap analysis and consistency assessment of the RBC framework. Separately, the Task Force will develop a process for analyzing retrospective and prospective adjustments to RBC. The findings of the comprehensive gap analysis and consistency assessment will aid the Task Force in setting priorities for developing and implementing the RBC adjustment process. 

The RBC framework comprises separate formulas for life, property/casualty, and health insurance companies. Each component of a formula was developed and has been maintained to serve specific regulatory needs. As recognized in the recently adopted RBC Principles, the RBC framework tailors each RBC formula to the risks it addresses.  

To aid in its efforts, the Task Force requests comments from interested parties to identify gaps and inconsistencies across the RBC framework. The Task Force welcomes comments on whether (1) gaps in a formula or all formulas result in material risks not captured, or (2) if inconsistencies across components within a formula, run counter to RBC’s purpose to identify potentially weakly capitalized companies or meaningfully limit regulators’ assessment of the solvency risk for all or an identifiable segment of companies. 
  
Questions To Consider 
The following is a list of questions for commenters to consider in drafting their comments to aid the Task Force in conducting a comprehensive gap analysis and inconsistency assessment of the RBC framework. While the Task Force’s initial focus has been on investment components of Life RBC, the Task Force is requesting comments on all RBC components. The Task Force also welcomes comments at both the macro (i.e., across RBC formulas) and micro (i.e., RBC components of an RBC formula) levels of the RBC framework. When answering the questions and
in providing other comments on the RBC framework, commenters are requested to consider materiality as defined in the RBC Principles: RBC requirements should be updated when a change is material. Materiality for purposes of RBC means a level at which a decision whether to update RBC could meaningfully impact the regulator’s assessment of the solvency risk for all or an identifiable segment of companies. 
  
Gaps 
1. What material risks are not adequately captured within the RBC framework that are possibly insufficiently captured elsewhere? When evaluating material risks not adequately captured, consider the following: 
a. Risks associated with potential misclassification of a risk (e.g., policy and/or asset class) when applying RBC components.
b. Risks associated with modeling limitations of RBC modeling components, possibly incongruencies with other aspects of the framework (e.g., reserves). 
c. Risks associated with inadequate governance related to model monitoring, development, and update processes to effect timely material adjustments to RBC assessments.   
2. Are there material new or emerging risks that the RBC framework does not capture? 
  
Inconsistencies 
3. Where do the Life, Property & Casualty, and Health RBC formulas diverge in the treatment of the same or similar risks, resulting in a risk not being treated appropriately in the respective formula (after covariance)?  
4. Within each formula, where do RBC components diverge in the treatment of the same or similar risks, resulting in a risk not being treated appropriately? 
5. Which RBC components materially violate the RBC Principles?  

The Task Force welcomes responses to these questions, as well as any other input from interested parties to identify gaps and inconsistencies across the RBC framework. The breadth of the RBC framework is vast, and the Task Force understands that many parties interact with only a formula or a component of it. All commenters, no matter their exposure to RBC, are welcome. Commenters are asked to clearly state the scope of their comments and should not feel obligated to address areas of the RBC framework or questions above outside of their intended focus. 


All responses to this request for comment should be sent by March 12 to NAIC staff (Dan Daveline at ddaveline@naic.org) and Bridgeway Analytics (RBC-MoGo@BridgewayAnalytics.com). 
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