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Financial Stability (E) Task Force 
and the Macroprudential (E) Working Group 

Columbus, Ohio 
August 12, 2025 

 
The Financial Stability (E) Task Force met in Columbus, OH, on Aug. 12, 2026, in joint session with the 
Macroprudential (E) Working Group. The following Task Force members participated: Susan Ochs, Chair (NJ); 
Kaitlin Asrow, Vice Chair, and Avani Shah (NY); Heather Carpenter represented by David Phifer (AK); Mark Fowler 
represented by Richard Russell (AL); Michael Conway represented by Rolf Kaumann (CO); Joshua Hershman 
represented by William Arfanis (CT); Doug Ommen represented by Carrie Mears (IA); Holly W. Lambert 
represented by Roy Eft (IN); Michael T. Caljouw represented by James A. McCarthy (MA); Marie Grant represented 
by Dmitriy Valekha (MD); Julia Dreier represented by Fred Andersen (MN); Angela L. Nelson represented by John 
F. Rehagen (MO); Jon Godfread represented by Colton Schulz (ND); Eric Dunning represented by Anthony Quandt 
(NE); Judith L. French represented by Dale Bruggeman (OH); Michael Humphreys represented by Diana L. Sherman 
(PA); Elizabeth Kelleher Dwyer represented by Liz Ammerman (RI); Amanda Crawford represented by Jamie 
Walker (TX); Scott A. White represented by Dan Bumpus (VA); Nathan Houdek represented by Rebecca Easland 
(WI). The following Working Group members participated: Bob Kasinow, Chair (NY); Anthony Quandt, Vice Chair 
(NE); William Arfanis and Ken Cotrone (CT); Tom Hudson (DE); Corey Hubbard (FL); Carrie Mears (IA); John Turchi 
(MA); Dmitriy Valekha (MD); Steve Mayhew (MI); Fred Andersen (MN); John F. Rehagen (MO); David Wolf (NJ); 
Diana L. Sherman (PA); Liz Ammerman (RI); Jamie Walker (TX); Greg Chew (VA); and Amy Malm (WI). 
 
1. Adopted the Task Force’s June 15 and March 16 Minutes  

 
The Task Force met June 15 and March 16. During these meetings, it took the following action: 1) adopted its 2025 
Fall National Meeting minutes; 2) heard a presentation from Standard & Poor’s (S&P) on its research and stress-
testing work on insurers’ private credit holdings; 3) heard an update from the Financial Stability Oversight Council 
(FSOC) on its priorities; 4) received an update from the Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group; and 5) heard an 
international update. 
 
Walker made a motion, seconded by Sherman, to adopt the Task Force’s June 15 (Attachment One) and March 16 
minutes (see NAIC Proceedings – Spring 2026, Financial Stability (E) Task Force). The motion passed unanimously.  
 
2. Heard an Update on the FSOC 
 
Tim Nauheimer (NAIC) provided an update on behalf of Director Dwyer on the FSOC’s continued focus on 
monitoring risks across the banking sector, capital markets, and household finances, including insurance and 
financial innovation. During its July 15 meeting, the FSOC reviewed second-quarter financial-market 
developments and considered emerging risks associated with supply chains, cybersecurity, and artificial 
intelligence (AI). 
 
Nauheimer noted that AI has become a significant FSOC policy workstream in 2026. The FSOC’s AI Working Group 
has continued to assess both the potential benefits and financial stability risks of AI adoption across the financial 
sector, including through public-private roundtables. Discussions have addressed cybersecurity, risk management, 
operational resilience, and potential implications for labor and capital markets. 
 
Cybersecurity and geopolitical developments remain key financial stability concerns. In July, the FSOC reviewed 
the results of an interagency tabletop exercise addressing geopolitical risk and economic security. The FSOC also 
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considered the relationship between AI and cybersecurity resilience, including the risks posed by AI-enabled cyber 
threats and the potential use of AI to strengthen defensive capabilities. 
 
Nauheimer reported that the FSOC also continued its consideration of systemic risk outside the traditional banking 
sector. It reviewed public comments on proposed interpretive guidance regarding nonbank financial company 
designations and indicated it would continue work toward finalizing that guidance. This activity reflects continued 
attention to an activity-based approach to nonbank financial company oversight, consistent with the approach 
supported by the NAIC. 
 
Nauheimer reported that the FSOC is preparing its 2026 annual report, which is expected to address emerging 
risks and include recommendations intended to support the resilience of the U.S. financial system. Current 
discussions indicate continued emphasis on the themes identified in the 2025 annual report, including U.S. 
Treasury market resilience, cybersecurity and cyber risk, bank supervisory and regulatory frameworks, and AI-
related financial stability considerations.  
 
3. Adopted the Report of the MacroprudenƟal (E) Working Group 
 
Kasinow began with an update on the Macroprudential (E) Working Group, which met April 14 in regulator-to-
regulator session pursuant to paragraph #6 (Consultations with NAIC staff members related to NAIC technical 
guidance, including, but not limited to, Annual and Quarterly Statement Blanks and Instructions, the Accounting 
Practices and Procedures Manual, and similar materials;) of the NAIC Policy Statement on Meetings. During this 
meeting, the Working Group reviewed the Macroprudential Risk Dashboard Summary Report (MRA Report). 
Working Group members had a productive discussion and made several edits to the report. The revised report 
was subsequently circulated to Working Group members for a three-week review period, during which no 
additional comments were received. The Working Group is requesting to expose the report for a 30-day public 
comment period. 
 
Kasinow then moved to liquidity stress testing (LST). The Working Group announced the opening of the LST 
framework to review the appropriateness of its prescribed assumptions and the adequacy of the overall 
framework. A drafting group consisting of interested industry representatives and state regulators will be formed 
to conduct the review. This effort will use the collaborative model employed during the framework’s initial 
development, which proved effective. The drafting group is expected to meet biweekly, and interested 
participants should contact Kasinow or Nauheimer. 
 
Kasinow also announced an initiative to enhance the Working Group’s methodology for assessing insurance 
industry interconnectedness and contagion risk. Interconnectedness is currently identified as a key risk category 
in the MRA Report. The initiative will focus on developing additional key risk indicators to identify significant risk-
transmission channels and potential concentrations or buildup of related risks.  
 
Finally, Kasinow states that the list of 13 Macroprudential (E) Working Group considerations has been updated 
and was included in this meeting’s materials. Consistent with the Financial Stability (E) Task Force’s and Working 
Group’s heightened monitoring mandate relating to the 13th consideration (cross-border reinsurance), a 
regulator-only reinsurance analysis report was distributed by email on Aug. 5.  
 
Sherman made a motion, seconded by Quandt, to adopt the report  of the Macroprudential (E) Working Group. 
The motion passed unanimously. 
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4. Exposed the Macroprudential Risk Dashboard Summary 
 
Kasinow reported that the Macroprudential Risk Dashboard Summary Report is seeking Working Group member 
approval to expose the report publicly for a 30-day comment period.  
 
Walker made a motion, seconded by Rehagen, to expose the Macroprudential Risk Dashboard Summary Report 
(Attachment Two) for a 30-day comment period ending on Sept. 14. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
5. Received an Overview of the Mid-Year GIMAR 
 
Quandt provided an overview of the International Association of Insurance Supervisors’ (IAIS’) mid-year Global 
Insurance Monitoring Report (GIMAR). Quandt explained that the report is part of the IAIS Global Monitoring 
Exercise (GME), which includes individual insurer monitoring, sector-wide monitoring, an annual collective 
discussion, and recurring analysis of sector-wide risk themes. Approximately 60 insurers participate globally in the 
individual insurer monitoring exercise, while the NAIC submits the sector-wide monitoring information on behalf 
of the United States. The GME timeline includes submission of individual insurer monitoring and qualitative sector-
wide monitoring information in May, quantitative sector-wide monitoring information at the end of June, and 
reinsurance sector-wide monitoring and Global Reinsurance Market Survey submissions at the end of July. The 
IAIS publishes the mid-year GIMAR during the third quarter and a more comprehensive report at year-end. 
 
Quandt reported that the mid-year GIMAR provided a high-level assessment of global macro-financial conditions 
and insurer solvency, liquidity, and profitability. While the report noted challenges in 2025, including geopolitical 
tensions, energy market disruptions, and heightened macro-financial uncertainty, it found that the insurance 
sector remained generally resilient. Aggregate solvency ratios declined slightly from the prior year, primarily 
reflecting interest-rate volatility and adverse market movements, but the IAIS did not identify significant concerns.  
 
Quandt highlighted the three sector-wide risk themes identified for 2026. The first theme is the impact of 
macroeconomic risks on life insurers’ balance sheets, including market and investment risks, liquidity pressures, 
solvency considerations, interconnectedness with nonfinancial entities, and capital and asset liability 
management pressures. The second theme addresses the transmission channels through which geopolitical risk 
may affect the non-life insurance sector, considering inflation, energy prices, claims costs, maritime, shipping, and 
aviation exposures, war exclusions, and cyber risk. The third theme examines the impact of advances in AI and 
other technology on insurers’ cyber resilience, including the increasing frequency and sophistication of 
cyberattacks, frontier AI models, underwriting implications, and insurer exposure as victims of cyber events. 
 
Quandt stated the report also identified continuing work related to AI-enabled underwriting, digital assets, and 
climate-related risk. The IAIS expects to conduct additional work through the GME and an IAIS member survey to 
assess implications for insurer liabilities and broader risk management. Climate-related risks, previously addressed 
in a 2021 GIMAR special-topic report, are expected to receive renewed attention in light of the increasing 
frequency and severity of extreme-weather events. Quandt noted that several IAIS risk indicators are consistent 
with or similar to those included in the U.S. Macroprudential Risk Dashboard. 
 
Quandt emphasized the value of NAIC participation in IAIS macroprudential work, noting that the NAIC contributes 
to IAIS workstreams while also benefiting from the IAIS’s identification of global insurance-sector risks and trends. 
He also noted the broader collaboration among the IAIS, Financial Stability Board (FSB), and the NAIC in 
macroprudential risk analysis. The December GIMAR is expected to provide additional analysis of systemic-risk 
developments in insurance, comparisons of insurance-sector developments with the banking sector, and more 
detailed assessment of solvency, liquidity, and profitability. The IAIS also indicated that supervisory enhancements 
related to climate-risk modeling are under development. 
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6. Received an Update from the Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group 
 
Andersen provided an update on Actuarial Guideline LV—Application of the Valuation Manual for Testing the 
Adequacy of Reserves Related to Certain Life Reinsurance Treaties (AG 55), which was developed in response to 
macroprudential concerns about offshore and captive reinsurance transactions. The Macroprudential (E)  Working 
Group had identified potential risks associated with these arrangements, including reduced reserves, lower capital 
buffers, increased investment risk, and greater organizational complexity. To address these concerns, the Life 
Actuarial (A) Task Force developed AG 55, which was adopted by the NAIC in 2025. AG 55 requires disclosures and 
cash-flow testing for certain material reinsurance transactions to assess whether reserves remaining after 
reinsurance transactions are sufficient to pay future policyholder claims under moderately adverse conditions and 
whether sufficient capital is available for more severe conditions. 
 
Andersen reported that the first AG 55 filings were submitted during the second quarter of 2026. Seventy-six life 
insurers submitted a total of 124 AG 55 reports. The number of reports exceeded the number of reporting insurers 
because certain ceding insurers had multiple in-scope reinsurance counterparties and were required to perform 
separate reserve-adequacy analyses for each counterparty. The in-scope population included 70 Bermuda 
treaties, 25 Cayman treaties, and 29 treaties involving other jurisdictions, including U.S. captive reinsurers. 
 
Andersen stated that the Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group is conducting and coordinating the review of the 
filings. A high-level review of all submissions has been completed, and detailed reviews are underway, beginning 
with companies that have ceded a significant portion of their liabilities through in-scope transactions. The review 
process includes ongoing engagement with reporting companies. Andersen emphasized that the reviews remain 
at an early stage and that no final conclusions have been reached. Many annuity blocks reflected lower reserve 
amounts after offshore captive reinsurance transactions. Companies generally attributed these lower amounts to 
assumptions that projected asset returns would exceed the U.S. statutory discount rate and to policyholder-
behavior assumptions that differed from those reflected in U.S. statutory reserve requirements. Andersen also 
noted that recently adopted VM-22 changes may alter the relationship between reserve levels before and after 
reinsurance transactions. While some companies reported retaining 100% of the U.S. statutory reserve, Andersen 
emphasized that reserve adequacy must also be evaluated in conjunction with the availability of an additional 
capital cushion to address conditions more severe than moderately adverse scenarios. 
 
Andersen further noted that companies have cited capital efficiency and the ability to attract outside investors as 
objectives of offshore captive reinsurance arrangements. The Valuation Analysis (E) Working Group intends to 
evaluate how capital efficiency is achieved in practice, the anticipated timing and amount of investor payments, 
and whether distributions or other asset outflows could reduce the funds available to meet future policyholder 
claims. 
 
Andersen indicated that forthcoming review work will address actuarial, asset, and reinsurance issues. Actuarial 
review will focus on the reasonableness of asset- and liability-related assumptions used in cash-flow testing. Asset 
review will include particular attention to the valuation of Level 3 assets, for which observable market values are 
not readily available. The reinsurance review will address the transparency of assets held by offshore reinsurers, 
verification of reinsurer balance sheets and reserve levels, potential reliance on soft assets, and the business 
rationale for entering into offshore captive reinsurance transactions. Andersen concluded that the Valuation 
Analysis (E) Working Group will continue its company-specific and macro-level review, engage with affected 
companies, and provide updates at future NAIC meetings. 
 
7. Heard an International Macroprudential Update 
 
Jan Bauer (NAIC) reported that the Macroprudential Monitoring Working Group (MMWG) is actively conducting 
its GME work and is scheduled to meet later in the month to further analyze data received during the recent 
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reporting cycle. This analysis will include data and other inputs provided by NAIC committee support as part of 
ongoing efforts to support the four GME components previously outlined, as well as other elements of the annual 
GME process. 
 
The MMWG Reinsurance Workstream has begun its annual work to draft the reinsurance chapter of the GIMAR. 
The workstream is also considering opportunities to improve efficiency and align data collection across related 
GME components. The MMWG Systemic Risk Analysis Workstream has continued its assessment of structural 
changes in the life insurance sector, including enhanced GME data collection on asset-intensive reinsurance and 
alternative assets. In addition, MMWG enhanced its financial-markets risk dashboard earlier in the year and 
considered potential topics for the next biennial GIMAR special edition. The MMWG’s parent committees 
approved the topic for the 2027 GIMAR Special Topic at the end of June. 
 
Bauer also provided an update on the IAIS Macroprudential Supervision Working Group (MSWG), which is 
implementing its 2026–2027 work plan. The work plan includes projects that follow from the IAIS’s November 
2025 issues paper on structural shifts in the life insurance sector. During 2026, the MSWG began considering 
updates to existing IAIS papers in response to recommendations from prior targeted jurisdictional assessment 
reports; developed an outline and designed a supervisory survey for an application paper addressing asset-
intensive reinsurance; and began developing supporting material on life insurers’ growing allocation to alternative 
assets. At its in-person meeting in May, the MSWG also exchanged information on macroprudential supervisory 
practices and frameworks related to asset-intensive reinsurance, alternative assets, and interconnectedness. The 
group is expected to meet in person again in October. 
 
Bauer further reported that the IAIS Climate Risk Steering Group met virtually earlier in the summer. During that 
meeting, the group approved the scope of a project to review climate-risk scenario analyses conducted by IAIS 
members, discussed the use of external data in the 2026 GIMAR, and considered a draft survey intended to 
develop a repository of supervisory initiatives for the climate risk application paper. 
 
8. Discussed Other Matters 
Shah stated that earlier in the year, the Financial Stability (E) Task Force identified private credit exposure in the 
insurance industry as a potential financial stability concern. In response, the Task Force met July 14, July 1, June 
15, June 1, and May 12  in regulator-to-regulator session, pursuant to paragraph #3 [Specific companies, entities 
or individuals, including, but not limited to, collaborative financial and market conduct 
examinations and analysis;] of the NAIC Policy Statement on Open Meetings. During these meetings, the Task 
Force met with individual insurers to obtain direct insight into their private-credit activities. The meetings also 
included representatives of the Invested Assets (E) Task Force and other interested regulators. NAIC committee 
support are preparing a debrief memorandum summarizing the discussions. 
 
Shah stated that the insurer discussions were candid and informative, providing a practical perspective on private-
credit market trends from significant industry participants. The meetings also identified potential best practices 
for key risk indicators and risk-management practices for private credit. The Task Force expects to use these 
observations to enhance regulatory tools and guidance, including the Financial Condition Examiners Handbook 
and the Financial Analysis Handbook. 
 
Shah further stated that the Task Force requested S&P’s assessment of private-credit exposure in the insurance 
sector following the publication of S&P’s private credit stress-testing results. Under all but the most severe 
scenarios, the S&P concluded that rated insurers would likely experience no rating impact. Under the most 
extreme scenario, which the S&P characterized as highly unlikely, approximately one-half of rated insurers could 
experience modest rating pressure. Shah noted that these results suggest the industry generally has the capacity 
to withstand private-credit stresses, while emphasizing the need for continued monitoring. Shah also noted that 
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the NAIC Capital Markets Bureau recently provided regulators with an analysis of the industry’s aggregate private-
credit exposure. 
 
Having no further business, the Financial Stability (E) Task Force adjourned. 
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Financial Stability (E) Task Force 
Virtual Meeting 
June 15, 2026 

 
The Financial Stability (E) Task Force met June 15, 2026. The following Task Force members participated: Susan 
Ochs, Chair (NJ); Kaitlin Asrow represented by Avani Shah, Vice Chair (NY); Mark Fowler represented by Richard 
Russell (AL); Heather Carpenter represented by David Phifer (AK); Michael Conway represented by Rolff Kaumann 
(CO); Joshua Hershman represented by William Arfanis (CT); Michael Yaworsky represented by Bradley Trim (FL); 
Holly W. Lambert represented by Roy Eft (IN); Doug Ommen represented by Kim Cross (IA); Vicki Schmidt 
represented by Tish Becker (KS); Michael T. Caljouw represented by John Turchi (MA); Grace Arnold represented 
by Ben Slutsker  (MN); Angela L. Nelson represented by Laurie Pleus (MO); Eric Dunning represented by Anthony 
Quandt (NE); Jon Godfread represented by Matt Fischer (ND); Judith L. French represented by Dale Bruggerman 
(OH); Glen Mulready represented by Eli Snowbarger (OK); TK Keen represented by Paul Throckmorton (OR); 
Michael Humphreys represented by Diana Sherman (PA); Elizabeth Kelleher Dwyer represented by John Tudino 
(RI); Michael Wise represented by Tom Baldwin (SC); Amanda Crawford represented by Rachel Hemphill (TX).  
 
1. Heard Opening Remarks 
 
Ochs introduced Standard & Poor’s (S&P) to hear a presentation on their research and stress testing work on 
insurers’ private credit holdings. 
 
2. Heard a Presentation from S&P 
 
Carmi Margalit (S&P) begins by going over the structure of the analysis, which focuses on how private credit 
exposures behave under stressed conditions and how this behavior translates into regulatory capital implications 
for insurers.  
 
Margalit explains that in the stress testing, you typically need to assume “severe” or “unprecedented” default 
rates in the underlying assets before you see meaningful default risk in the investment‑grade tranches insurers 
hold. Most modeled scenarios show the equity and mezzanine tranches taking the hit, while senior tranches 
remain performing. 
 
Margalit emphasizes that what S&P sees in the stress work is not the bonds that are being held defaulting, but the 
bonds being downgraded. Downgrades alone are enough to eat into capital buffers because insurers must hold 
more capital against lower rated assets. 
 
Margalit goes on to say that insurers agree the results of the stress testing match their own experience and peer 
conversations, fixed‑income investors have shown strong interest in understanding these risks, and other 
observers engage with the work from a financial‑stability perspective. This closes the loop by showing that the 
earlier analytical takeaways resonate with market and industry participants. 
 
SharePoint/NAIC Support Staff Hub/Committees/Committee Folders/E CMTE/FSTF/2026/Virtual Meetings/061526 
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